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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. A. Gwynne James, LL.B, barrister, has been appoiated 
Judge of County Courts (Circuit No. 7) in place of Judge 
Frovutxes, resigned. Mr. James isason of Mr. Joun Gwynxe 
James, solicitor, of Hereford, and is recorder of that city. He 
was called to the bar in 1881. 





WE print elsewhere an order of transfer of five actions from 
Mr. Justice Norrn, twenty-four actions from Mr. Justice 
SrrruinG, and thirty-eight actions from Mr. Justice Byrne to 
Mr. Justice Cozens-Harpy for the purpose only of hearing or of 
trial. 





WE RECENTLY invited information as to whether there is any 
solicitor now in practice who was admitted before 1831, and 
Mr. F. K. Munron has kindly informed us that Mr. ‘Joun 
Movriyay, an English solicitor practising in Paris, was admitted 
in 1827. He is in the Law List for 1899. It will be rather 
curious if the father of the profession is resident and in practice 
abroad. Now can anyone tell us whether there is any practising 
solicitor who was admitted before 1827 ? 





THE RETIREMENT is announced of Mr, Peres Wittiams from 
the firm of Fresurretp & Wittiams, after more than thirty 
years’ active participation in the business. He was admitted in 
1868, and, we believe, in or about the following year joined the 
He will be followed into his well-earned retirement by 
many good wishes. We understand that, as from the Ist inst., 
the name of the firm will be “ Fresnriecps.” Since Mr. J. W. 
FresurizLp and Mr, Joserpn Kaye (then solicitors to the Bank 
of England) first occupied the old offices in Bank Buildings, in 
1809, the changes in the firm, except by reason of death, have 
been ‘few ; and as we pointed out some time ago, their tenure 
of these offices for eighty-eight years, until they moved into the 
Old Jewry, was probably unequalled in point of length among 
London solicitors. 





WE print elsewhere a set of new rules under the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890, a draf; of which was published about 
two months ago. The rules are to be known as the rules of 
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, 189¥, and they came into operation on the Ist inst. They deal 
with arrests and execution of process under the jurisdiction in 
winding up, matters which, so far as county courts were con- 
cerned, were left by the rules of 1890 to the general provision 
of rule 20, under which it was the duty of the high bailiff ‘ to 
execute warrants and other process.’ The new rules enable 
every court having jurisdiction in winding up to enforce an 
order made under such jurisdiction as if it were made in the 
exercise of its ordinary jurisdiction, and the order, if made by a 
county court, may be enforced not only by the court making 
it, but also by any other court, whether such latter court has 
jurisdiction in winding up or not. Similarly, warrants of 
arrest issued under the winding up jurisdiction by a court 
other than the High Court can be sent for execution to any other 
court (other than the High Court) within the jurisdiction or 
district of which the person -wanted shall then be or be believed 
tobe. The rules further prescribe the prison to which a person 
when arrested is to be conveyed, and they provide for the custody 
and production of persons arrested under sections 115 and 118 
of the Companies Act, 1862, and rule 76 of the rules of 1890— 
that is, persons suspected of having in their possession any 
property of the company, or deemed by the court capable of 
giving information concerning the affairs of the company, who 
fail to appear to a summons (section 115); contributories 
intending to abscond or concealing their property (section 118) ; 
and persons making default in attending for public examination 
(rule 76), 





THE OUTBREAK of war usually raises the vexed question as to 
what articles are to be regarded as contraband of war, and the 
commerce between the South African Republic and Europe 
seems likely to bring the question into prominence in connection 
with the present struggle. As to some articles, such as arms, 
ammunition, and military equipment generally, there is no 
doubt as to their contraband nature. They are intended 
necessarily for the assistance in war of the nation to which they 
are sent. Other articles, on the contrary, are of an essentially 
peaceable nature and can never become contraband. The 
difficulty lies with the middle class, which comprises articles 
ordinarily used in peace but which are also useful for purposes 
of war. Of these, provisions have in times past formed 
the most important example, but under modern conditions 
railway materials have also to be considered. A hundred 
years ago G.eat Britain, as is well known, asserted the right to 
treat corn and other provisions sent to French ports as 
contraband of war and that the right was recognized by the 
courts of this country sufficiently appears from the judgment of 
Sir W. Scorr in Zhe Jonge Margaretha (1 C. Rob. 189), where 
cheeses taken in a neutral bottom to Brest and intended for the 
use of French ships of war were held to be contraband. In 
order, however, not to press too harshly on neutral trade, a 
practice grew up of abstaining from confiscating such goods 
and exercising only a right of pre-emption. In Zhe Haabet 
(2 ©. Rob. 174) the same eminent judge, after referring 
to the former rule of confiscation, said: ‘“‘A more mitigated 
practice has prevailed in later times of holding such 
cargoes subject only to a right of pre-emption—that is, 
to a right of purchase upon a reasonable compensation 
to the individual whose property is thus diverted,” and an 
express provision to this effect was inserted in the treaty of 
November, 1794, between this country and the United States, by 
article 18 of which the subject of contraband of war was 
regulated. The fact, therefore, that food and railway material 
may be treated as contraband of war, and the terms on which 
they can be taken from neutrals, appear to be sufficiently 
settled. Whether in any given case they are to be so treated 
depends entirely on the circumstances, but it can hardly be 
doubted that they are contraband if their probable object is 
to support or assist the hostile forces in the prosecution of the 
war. 





Treason is happily so rare an offence nowadays that many of 
the leading text-books on criminal law do not treat of that most 
serious crime at all. This rarity makes a proclamation like 
that recently issued by Her Majesty almost startling. It recites 
that it is ‘expedient and necessary” to warn all subjects of 





their duties and obligations towards their sovereign, and then 
specifically warns them not to enlist in the military service of 
either of the hostile States, nor in any way to ‘‘aid, abet, or 
assist” these States in the prosecution of hostilities, nor to trade 
with the people of these States. The most important statute 
on the subject of high treason is 25 Edward 3, st. 5, c. 2, which 
describes various acts which constitute the crime. In the present 
state of affairs the provision which is most likely to form the 
basis of an indictment is that which declares any man guilty of 
treason if he “ be adherent to the King’s enemies in his realm, 
giving to them aid and comfort in the realm or elsewhere.” 
Now, it is clear that a person actually taken fighting on the 
Boer side is adherent to the Queen’s enemies giving them aid. 
Hence, if itis true that a deserting sergeant-major of the Royal 
Engineers was taken prisoner recently while fighting against Her 
Majesty’s troops, this man may be indicted under the statute, 
and may be tried, it is submitted, at the Central Criminal 
Court ; for the offence is complete if the enemy be aided ‘‘ in 
the realm or elsewhere.” The offence, however, which is most 
likely to be dealt with under this provision of the statute is the 
sending to the enemy of arms, money, food, or intelligence. To 
do any of such things is treason, and it has been held that the 
crime is complete although such arms, money, food, or intelli- 
gence is intercepted and never reaches the enemy. The effect 
of the statute as to treason by adhering to the Queen’s 
enemies is thus stated by Sir James Sreruzn: ‘‘ Everyone 
commits high treason who, either in the realm or without it, 
actively assists a public enemy at war with the Queen,” 
It seems clear from this that it is treason, not only to supply 
weapons, but to supply food which will have the effect of 
enabling the enemy to continue to oppose the Queen’s forces. 
It is apparently the fact that there are certain subjects of the 
Queen who are ready, for purposes of gain, to trade with the 
enemy. It is not improbable that some are capable even of 
furnishing weapons of war. No consideration is due to such 
men. To those, however, who supply food and such like it is 
perhaps fair to give ample warning. This warning they have 
had. Now if they offend they do so with open eyes, and run 
the risk of being tried for a crime for which the punishment is 
death. 





A very singular case of failure to perform a contract for the 
purchase of land was decided by Cozens-Harpy, J., in Cornwall 
v. Henson (1899, 2 Ch. 710). By an agreement dated in 
August, 1892, the plaintiff agreed to purchase from the 
defendant some five acres of land in Essex for £150. A sum of 
£40 was paid at once, and the balance was to be paid by certain 
specified instalments. Upon default being made in payment of 
the instalments, the defendant was to be at liberty to resell the 
land, and retain the unpaid instalments out of the purchase- 
money. ‘The plaintiff entered into possession of the land 
and attempted to cultivate it, but he failed to make 
it pay, and ultimately he left the neighbourhood, and 
could not be traced. At this time only one instalment 
remained unpaid, and the land was not then worth the 
total amount which had been paid on it. The defendant, 
being unable to obtain payment of the last instalment, 
attempted to sell the land, but, failing in this, he let it to a 
tenant, the tenant to be at liberty to build a house and to have 
the option of purchase at any time during the term. The 
tenant built the house accordingly and went into occupation. 
The last payment by the plaintiff had Been made in August, 
1895, and he had last been heard of in October, 1896, The 
land was let by the defendant in March, 1898. In June of the 
same year the plaintiff reappeared, and, finding a house upon 
the land which he still professed to regard as his own, he 
proposed now to pay the final instalment anf complete the 

urchase. Upon the defendant declining to proceed, he brought 
his action for specific performance, or, in the alternative, for 
the return of the purchase-money. The claim to specific per- 
formance was of course easily disposed of. The plaintiff in 
specific performance must, as Cozens-Harpy, J., observed, shew 
that he is, and always has been, ready and willing to perform his 
part of the bargain, and here the purchaser had not only been 
in default in the payment of the last instalment of the purchase- 
money, but had forfeited any right he had by his delay in 
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taking proceedings. But the claim to return of the paid 
instalments raised a more difficult question. It is clear that 
when money has been paid as a deposit it is forfeited upon 
the failure of the purchaser to carry out his contract, and 
this result follows, notwithstanding that the sum paid by way 
of deposit is also to be treated as a part payment of the purchase- 
money : Howe v. Smith (27 Ch. D. 89). But is the vendor, upon 
the purchaser repudiating the contract, entitled in the same way 
to retain any sums that may have been paid on account of 
the purchase money? Where there has been no part perform- 
ance of the contract it may be that this could not be done, as 
there would then be a total failure of the consideration in 
respect of which the money was paid. But in the present case 
the purchaser had been in possession, and had had the enjoy- 
ment of the contract, only giving up the land when he found 
that it was no good to him. Under these circumstances it is 
not surprising that Cozens-Harpy, J., held that he had in fact 
repudiated the contract, and that he must bear the consequences 
of such repudiation in the loss of the purchase-money which he 
had paid. Since the plaintiff while paying his instalments was 
having the enjoyment of the land, there was no reason for treat- 
ing them as money received by the defendant for his use. 





THE QuEsTION of what constitutes a fraudulent preference so 
as to avoid a payment made prior to bankruptcy under section 
48 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, or prior to winding up under 
section 164 of the Companies Act, 1862, is frequently a difficult 
one, and the decision of Wricur, J., in Re W. Blackburn & Co. 
(1899, 2 Ch. 725) isa useful commentary upon the rule estab- 
lished in New, Prance, § Garrard v. Hunting (1897, 2 Q. B. 19; 
in the House of Lords, Sharp v. Jackson, 1899, A.C. 419). Where 
the payment is made substantially with the object of preferring 
a particular creditor then the provision of the bankruptcy law 
applies and the money has to be refunded; but where the 
motive actuating the debtor is different—where, for instance, he is 
underliabilityand makes the payment toavert threatened proceed - 
ings—the payment is valid notwithstanding that one creditor is 
in fact preferred over the rest. In New v. Hunting a debtor had 
committed breaches of trust, and shortly before his bankruptcy 
he conveyed property to trustees upon trusts for making good 
those breaches. It appeared that his real object in doing this 
was to shield himself from the proceedings to which his conduct 
had exposed him, and it was held, accordingly, both in the Court 
of Appeal and the House of Lords, that there was no fraudulent 
preference. The preference at which the law is aimed, according 
to the judgment of Lord Hatssvry, C., is a voluntary decision 
to pay one creditor and to leave another unpaid ; !)ut the decision 
is not voluntary in this sense when the debtor is endeavouring 
to save himself from a posssible criminal prosecution. ‘It 
becomes then no longer a voluntary act, but an act under 
prossure—pressure not the less because it is upon his own 
mind and his own consciousness—from an apprehension of what 
will happen if bankruptcy takes place.” But from pressure of 
this kind, which arises from the imminence of a liability, either 
actual or supposed, it is necessary to distinguish the pressure 
which is due simply to a man’s desire to satisfy his own notion 
of what is right and honourable. Such pressure has been held 
in two recent cases not to justify a payment which is in fact a 
preference. In Re Fletcher (9 Morr. 8) the return of goods to 
an unpaid vendor was held to bea fraudulent preference, not- 
withstanding that it.was done for the purpose of avoiding 
the hardship which would ensue upon bankruptcy. ‘In 
my opinion,” said Vavenan Wituams, J., “the obligation 
which the debtor conceives that he is satisfying must be 
an obligation which appears to him—whether in fact it is so 
or not—legally binding on him.” And the same judge acted 
upon the same rule in Re Vingoe and Davies (1 Man. 146), where 
the debtor had made a payment under the sense of moral 
obligation to indemnify the creditor whom he was preferring. 
“Tf,” said the learned judge, “a debtor makes a payment under 
the belief that he is under a legal obligation to make it, that 
will prevent the payment being a fraudulent preference; but 
doing so under a sense of honour or moral obligation alone will 
not, any more thana mere motive of kindness.” The recent 
case of Re W. Blackburn § Co. (supra) before Wricur, J., was 


of a similar nature. By the insolvency of a company a firm of 
brokers stood to lose some £900 upon a transaction ia respect of 
which they would only make a commission. The directors 
thinking this unfair to the brokers, handed them certain 
securities. The principal director stated in examination that be 
did this to satisfy his conscience. Following the two decisions 
last referred to, Wricut, J., held that a payment so made was 
in effect made simply to prefer the creditor, and was accord- 
ingly invalid within the provisions in question. 





AN INTERESTING article by Mr, Epwarp Manson in the current 
number of Journal of the Society of Comparative Legislation 
deals with the Homestead Acts in operation in the colonies, 
legislation to which we have nothing equivalent in this 
country. We have the maxim, indeed, that an Enoglish- 
man’s house is his castle, but we have not carried the 
security of his house so far as to save it from the 
claims of creditors. In the colonies the desire of attracting 
settlers and of inducing them to take up their permanent abode 
on the land has given rise to a different policy, and Mr Manson 
enumerates the provinces of Quebec and Ontario, Manitoba, 
New South Wales, South Australia, New Zealand, Queensland, 
and West Australia as colonies where the Homestead legisla- 
tion has been introduced. The aim of the legislation 
is to guarantee security of tenure to the bond fide settler, 
and to this end, says Mr. Manson, the Acts give him and 
bis family (1) protection against creditors, and (2) they 
create a statutory settlement in favour of the wife and children 
—in substance, an estate tail. History shews with sufficient 
clearness the hard struggle which the small proprietor has to 
make a living out of his land and his liability to sink 
beneath a load of debt. In this country the small 
proprietor as a class hardly exists, but in the colonies 
it should be different, and under the Homestead Acts the small 
farmer may rely upon retaining his farm however disastrous the 
times may have been for him. In the province of Quebec, for 
instance, every settler upon public lands who has received letters 
patent for his land, holds it up to 200 acres, together with the build- 
ings, mills, &c.,as a homestead; and no such homestead during the 
life of the original grantee, of his widow, and of his, her, or their 
children and descendants in the direct line, is liable to be seized 
for any debt whatever. The exemption also extends to a long 
list of moveables necessary for working and stocking the farm as 
well as for the comfort and maintenance of the occupants. We 
are hardly likely to see avy such legislation applied to English 
homes, but the question suggests itself whether our existing 
very limited exemption from execution and distress might not 
be placed upon a more liberal basis. 








THE ENFORCEMENT OF RESTRICTIVE COVENANTS 
AS BETWEEN LESSEES. 


Tue recent decision of Kexewicu, J., in Ashby v. Wilson 
(48 W. R. 105) shews in an interesting manner the limitation 
which is to be placed upon the right to sue in respect of a 
covenant entered into primarily for the benefit of a lessor. By 
a lease dated in November, 1893, A. let to B. one of a terrace of 
six shops (No. 3) for a term of twenty-one years, and B. for 
himself, his executors, administrators, and assigns, covenanted 
with A., his executors, administrators, and assigns, that he would 
use the premises for the business of a fruiterer, greengrocer, 
and corn chandler only. A., on hisside, covenanted with B. that 
he would not during the continuance of the demise let any of 
the other houses in the terrace for the purposes of those trades. 
In August, 1898, B. assigned his interest in the premises 
to C. By a Jease dated in January, 1897, A. let another 
of the houses in the terrace (No. 1) to D. for a term of thirty- 
three years, and D. entered into a similar restrictive covenant, 
with A., the trade to which D. confined himself being that of 
an oil, colour, and Italian warehouse. C., however, alleged in 
the present action, which was brought by him against A. and D., 
that D. was carrying on the trade of a fruiterer, greengrocar 

and corn chandler, and he claimed an injunctioa to restrain A 





from permitting No. 1 to be used for the p»rposes of these 
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trades in contravention of the covenant by A. in the lease of 
November, 1893, and also an injunction to prevent D. from 
using the same premises for the purpose of such trades. 

The case raised a question of fact as to whether D. was 
carrying on any of the trades of a fruiterer, greengrocer, or corn 
chandler, and on this Kexewicn, J., found in favour 
of the plaintiff. D. was carrying on all three businesses, 
and there had therefore been a violation of the arrange- 
ment on the faith of which the lease of No. 3 was taken. 
Did the covenants, then, which were contained in the respective 
leases afford to C. any remedy? The covenants to which he was 
entitled to look were the covenant by A. in the lease of No. 3 
that A. would not let any of the other shops for the specified 
businesses, and the covenant by D. in the lease of No. 1 that 
D. would use his premises for the business of an oil, colour, 
and Italian warehouseman. The former of those covenants, 
however, was easily disposed of. A. so far from violating his 
covenant not to let other shops for the purposes of the trades 
appropriated to No. 3, had expressly inserted in the lease of 

0. 1 a suitable restrictive covenant. He had accordingly done 
his duty in regard to the subsequent letting of No. 1, and he 
had committed no breach of his covenaut contained in the lease 
of No. 3. The real question, therefore, was whether C. could 
either directly or indirectly take advantage of the restrictive 
covenant entered into by D. in his lease of January, 1897. 

At first sight the case seems to be one in which the one lessee 
ought to have a direct remedy against the other. There was a 
common lessor, and there was what appears to have been an 
arrangement for the use of the various shops for different 
businesses. In the case of a common building scheme it is well 
settled that covenants entered into in pursuance of the scheme 
enure for the benefit of all the persons interested, although 
there may be no direct obligations between them, and the same 
principle seems to apply in any case where property is held by 
various persons under a general scheme as to the use of its 
d:fferent parts. The law on the subject is clearly expressed in 
the judgment of Hatt, V.C., in Renals vy. Cowlishaw (9 Ch. D. 
125), which was quoted with approval by Lord MacnacuTen 
in Spicer v. Martin (14 App. Cas., p. 24). Where it is 
the intention that each one of several purchasers (or lessees) 
shall be bound by and shall, as against the others, have the 
benefit of the covenants entered into by all, then each is entitled 
to the benefit of the covenants; and the right exists not only 
where the parties execute a mutual deed of covenant, but where- 
ever a mutual contract can be sufficiently established. For the 
principle to apply, however, it is essential that the common scheme 
should be in existence when the property is first dealt with, and 
that the various purchasers or lessees should purchase or take 
their premises upon the faith of obtaining the benefit of the 
covenants. In the present instance Kexewicn, J., observed that 
there was no evidence to shew that there was any general 
scheme upon the footing of which obligations could be raised as 
between the various lessees, and the above principle, accordingly, 
was inapplicable. When the lease of No. 3 was granted it 
appears that the lessee was content to rest solely upon the 
covenant by the lessor that other premises should not be leased 
in contravention of the first lessee’s rights. To protect himself 
he should have gone further and stipulated that he was to have 
the benefit of any restrictive covenants that might be entered 
into with the lessor. 

_ It being thus settled that C. had no direct remedy against D. 
it remained to consider whether he had an indirect remedy by 
means of D.’s covenant with A. Under, the lease of No. 3 no 
other premises were to be let for the purpose of the specified 
trades. In granting the lease of No. 1 A., as already observed, 
aihered to this arrangement and expressly stipulated that the 
specified trades should not be carried on upon No. 1. As there 
had been a breach of this stipulation by D. it clearly followed 
that A. had a right of action against D., and, had he 
so chosen, he could have obtained an injunction to 
restrain any further breach of covenant. ‘The person 
really injured, however, was not A., who had the right of action, 
but C., who, as shewn above, had no right of action, and to 
afford him redress it was necessary that he should be able to 
avail himself of A.’s remedy—that is, that he should be entitled 
to call upon A. to enforce the covenant against D. Unfortun- 





ately, however, Kemp v. Bird (25 W.R. 838, 5 Oh. D. 974) 
decides that a lessor is not a trustee of such a covenant for the 
lessee so as to entitle the lessee to call upon the lessor to enforce 
it for his benefit. In that case a lessor demised an eating-house 
for a term of twenty-one years, and he covenanted that he would 
not during the term let any house in the same street for the 
purpose of carrying on the business of aneating-house. Subse- 
quently the lessor let the adjoining house for twenty-one years 
to another person, who covenanted not to carry on there any trade 
or business without the lessor’s license. The first lease was 
assigned to K., and the second to G., and G., without the lessor’s 
license, carried on the business of an eating-house. It was 
contended that the lessor was a trustee for K. of the covenant, 
the obligation of which lay upon G., and consequently that he 
was bound to enforce that covenant for K.’s benefit. But the 
Court of Appeal rejected the notion of the lessor being in such 
circumstances a trusee for the lessee. ‘‘ There is no trusteeship,” 
said James, L.J., ‘“‘ between landlord and tenant that Iam aware 
of, any more than there is between tenant and landlord”; and 
Corton, L.J.: ‘‘I know of no authority for saying that under 
such circumstances as these a landlord is a trustee for his tenant 
in the sense that he must, at the request of the lessee, enforce a 
covenant against another lessee.” 

It is a little singular that, in view of this clear expression of 
the law, the matter was allowed to go by default, as it were, in 
Fitz v. Iles (1893, 1 Ch. 77). By a lease dated in 1890 premises 
were demised to Firz, with a covenant that he would not use 
them for any other business than that of a coffee-house keeper, 
and the lessor covenanted not to let any shop in the same road 
as a coffee-house. In 1892 the same lessor demised other 
premises in the same road subject to a covenant against the use 
of them for a coffee-house. The second lessee was, it was 
alleged, committing a breach of this covenant, and the first 
lessee claimed an injunction against him and also against the 
lessor. The circumstances were therefore identical with those 
in Kemp v. Bird, and also in the present case of Ashby 
v. Wilson, but it does not seem to have occurred 
to anyone either at the bar or on the bench that 
there was any doubt as to the first lessee being entitled to 
enforce the covenant against the second lessee. No allusion 
was made to the point in the argument, and Linprey, L J., in 
his judgment, said that the plaintiff's right to sue the second 
lessee for an injunction if he was breaking the covenant was 
not in question; and he observed that, since the lessor was a 
party, there was no technical difficulty. No allusion was made 
to Kemp v. Bird, or a discussion as to the effect of that case 
could hardly have been avoided, and the Court of Appeal must 
then have either followed or expressly overruled the previous 
decision. 

Under these circumstances Kexewicn, J., had to determine in 
Ashby v. Wilson whether Kemp v. Bird or Fitz v. lles was to be 
accepted as the governing authority. As we have observed 
above, the point of there being a common building scheme had 
already been put aside as untenable, though the distinction 
between the present case and cases in which covenants have 
been held enforceable upon the basis of such a scheme is not 
very clear. It may well be that in Fitz v. lies the rule referred 
to in Martin v. Spicer was regarded as conclusive of the lessee’s 
right to sue another lessee taking subject to an avalogous, but 
different, restrictive covenant. If this is so, then Kemp v. Bird 
would be virtually overruled by the extended efficacy recent 
decisions have given to covenants incidental to a common scheme 
under which different premises are held. There is nothing in 
Fitz y. lles, however, to shew on what ground the lessee’s right 
to sue was allowed, and it was natural, therefore, for Kzxewicn, 
J., on the present occasion to prefer the authority of Kemp v. 
Bird, where the question was fully discussed. He held, accord- 
ingly, that the first lessee had no right, either Uirect or indirect, 
to enforce the restrictive covenant into which the second lessee 
had entered. 





On more than one occasion, says the St. James’s Gazette, Lord Ludl w’s 
amiability in interposing out of pity on a confused witness led to 
unforeseen results. A witness was once badgered about a denial of 
intoxication. The judge asked him kindly from the bench, ‘‘ Did you 
say ‘I was not drunk, sir’?”’ ‘TI never taid anything about you at all,’”’ 
was the unexpected reply. 
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A Concise Treatise on the Law of Landlord and Tenant. By 
WittiaM MircHEeLL Fawcett, Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. 
By Joun Mason Licurwoop, Barrister-at-Law. With a Prefatory 
Note by the Author. Butterworth & Co. 


The Statutes relating to the Registration of Births, Deaths, and 
Marriages. With Notes, Cases, and Appendices. By HERBERT 
Davey, Barrister-at-Law, and SypNEY DAvey, Barrister-at-Law. 
Hadden, Best, & Co. 


Local Government Law and Legislation for the Year ended the 
30th of September, 1899. Arranged and Edited by W. H. Dumspay, 
Barrister-at-Law. Hadden, Best & Co. 

Journal of the Society of Comparative Legislation. Edited for the 
Society by JoHN Macponet, Esq., C.B., LL.D., and EpwarpD 
Manson, Esq. December, 1899. John Murray. Price ds. 

The Law relating to Casual Paupers. By SypDNEX DAVEY, 
Barrister-at-Law. Hadden, Best, & Co. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE OLDEST SOLICITOR. 
[Yo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I observe that you invite information anew on this interesting 
topic. Although I have retired from active practice and spend my 
winters abroad, I like to keep myself abreast of all matters affecting 
our profession. My friend Mr. Percy Marshall referred with natural 
pride to bis veteran partner Mr. Hensman, enrolled as a solicitor as 
far back as 1835, but that gentleman is quite a youth compared to 
Mr. John Mourilyan, an English solicitor (practising in Paris) 
admitted in 1827! As appears on p. 1275 of the 1899 English Law 
List, he has taken out his certificate for the current year, and when I 
saw him in Paris he was hale and hearty. Up to last year my old 
friend Mr. Henry Dingwall, of Finsbury-circus, admitted about 1825, 
was, I believe, the Father of the profession, but since his death, 
which occurred recently, Mr. Mourilyan—so far as I know—occupies 
that position. Francis K. Munron. 

Grand Hotel Pujade, Amé¢lie-les-Bains, Pyrénées Orientales, 


Dec. 29. 





A CHANCE FOR THE BAR. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The Colonel of the Inns of Court Volanteer Regiment is 
making an appeal to members of the legal profession to join the 
‘‘Devil’s Own,” and there are doubtless many men who will seize 
readily the opportunity afforded of entering the regiment and 
showing their patriotism at the same time. 

There is, however, another way in which the members of the 
barrister branch of the legal profession may make their patriotism 
manifest. A tax or certificate duty was imposed upon solicitors at 
the time of a bygone war, and solicitors have since long and 
patiently borne a burden to which in common justice they should 
not be exclusively subjected. At all events no good cause has ever 
been shewn why solicitors should be so heavily taxed, and why 
barristers should escape scot free. 

Let the barristers, then, be called upon to contribute in revenue to 
the Government a duty similar in amount, and upon the same basis, 
as the solicitors. The Government needs it, the bar should be able 
to afford it. HARVEY CLIFTON. 

4, New-court, Lincoln’s inn, Jan. 2. 








At the Wiltshire Quarter Sessions, Lord Edmond Fitzmaurice, M.P., 
presiding, Sir Godfrey Lushington proposed a vote of condolence with the 
relatives of the late Lord Ludlow, who was for some years first chairman 
of the court. In doing so, he paid a high tribute to the personal qualities 
of Loyd Ludlow. Mr. 0. N. P. Phipps seconded; Mr G. Prior Goldney, 
the chairman, and Mr. F. R. Y. Radcliffe also spoke. The vote was 
carried, and the grand jury added a vote of condolence. 


_ Judge William Wynne Ffoulkes, who was appointed Judge of Circuit 

in May, 1875, sat for the last time in the Birkenhead Geunty Court a toe 
29th ult. There was a large legal gathering. Speaking for the bar, Mr. 
Collingwood Hope referred to the retiring judge as a patient, courteous 
and courtly English gentleman, and said that they wished him leisure, 
health, and every happiness. Alderman Thompson, for the solicitors 
—— Fs a —, His Honour, who was much affected, 

rned thanks, and said he never be; i 
Heer es grudged time and patience to the 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
STATUTORY RULES AND ORDERS, 1899. 
Company, ENGLAND.—CoMPANIES (WINDING-UP). 


General Rules (Dated December 28, 1899) made by the Lord Chancellor 
with the concurrence of the President of the Board of Trade, pursuant 
to the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. 

Arrests, Commitments, and Execution of Process. 


1. Enforcement of Orders.] [20 (aj.] (1) Every Order of a Court 
having jurisdiction to wind up a Company made in the exercise of 
the powers conferred by the Acts and Rules may be enforced by such 
Court as if it were a Judgment or Order of the Court made in the 
exercise of its ordinary jurisdiction. 

(2) Every such Order of a County Court, and every process issued 
thereon, may be enforced, executed, and dealt with not only by such 
Court, but by any County Court, whether such County Court has or 
has not jurisdiction to wind up a Company, as if such Order or 
process were made or issued for the enforcement of a Judgment or 
—— made by such last-mentioned Court under its ordinary juris- 

iction. 

2. To whom Warrants may be addressed.] [20(b).] A Warrant of 
Arrest, or any other Warrant issued under the provisions of the Acts 
and Rules, may be addressed to such Officer of the Court, or to such 
High Bailiff or Officer of any County Court, whether such County 
Court has jurisdiction to wind up a Company or not, as the Court 
may in each case direct. 

3. Prison to which person arrested on Warrant is to be taken.} [20 (c).] 
Where the Court issues a Warrant for the arrest of a person under 
any of the provisions of the Acts or Rules, the prison (to be named 
in the Warrant of Arrest) to which the person shall be committed 
shall, unless the Court shall otherwise order, be the prison used by 
the Court in cases of Orders of Commitment made in the exercise by 
the Court of its ordinary jurisdiction. 

4. Execution of Warrants of Arrest outside ordinary jurisdiction of 
Court.] [20 (d).] Where a Warrant for the arrest of a person has 
been issued by a Court other than the High Court under any of the 
provisions of the Acts and Rules, the High Bailiff of the Court, or 
other Officerof the Court to whom the Warrant is addressed, may send 
the Warrant of Arrest to the Registrar of any other Court (other than 
the High Court) within the ordinary jurisdiction or district of which 
such person shall then be or be believed to be, with a Warrant 
annexed thereto, under the hand of the High Bailiff or Officer and 
Seal of the Court from which the Warrant originally issued, 
requiring execution of the Warrant by the Court to which it is so 
sent; and the Registrar of the last-mentioned Court shall seal or 
stamp the Warrant with the seal of his Court, and issue the same to 
the High Bailiff or other proper Officer of his Court, with an endorse- 
ment thereon in the Form 418 in the Appendix; and thereupon such 
last-mentioned High Bailiff or Officer may and shall in all respects 
execute the said Warrant according to the requirements thereof, and 
all constables and peace officers shall aid and assist withia their 
respective districts in the execution of such Warrant. 

5. To what prison a person arrested is to be conveyed.] [20 (e).] 
(1) Where a person is arrested under a Warrant of Commitment 
issued under any of the provisions of the Acts and Rules other than 
sections 115 and 118 of the Compamies Act, 1862, and Rule 76 of the 
Rules, he shall be forthwith conveyed in custody of the Bailiff or 
Officer apprehending him to the prison of the Court within the 
ordinary jurisdiction of which he is apprehended, and kept therein for 
the time mentioned in the Warrant of Commitment, unless sooner 
discharged by the order of the Court which originally issued the 
Warrant of Commitment, or otherwise by law. 

(2) Production and custody of persons arrested under Companies Act, 
1862, sections 115 and 118, and Rule 76.] Where a person is arrested 
under a Warrant, issued under section 115 or section 118 of the 
Companies Act, 1862, or under Rule 76 of the Rules, he shall be forth- 
with conveyed in custody of the Bailiff or Officer apprehending him 
to the prison of the Court within the ordinary jurisdiction of which he 
is apprehended ; and the Governor or Keeper of such prison shall pro- 
duce such person before the Court as it may from time to time direct, 
and shall safely keep bim until such time as the Court shall 
otherwise order, or such person shall be otherwise discharged 
by law. Provided that where any such person is conveyed 
to a prison other than the prison used by the Court which 
originally issued the Warrant, in cases of Orders of Commit- 
ment made by such Court in the exercise of its ordinary juris- 
diction, the Court may by Order such person to be transferred to 
such last-mentioned prison; and on receipt of such Order the 
Governor or Keeper of the prison to which such person has been 
conveyed shall cause such person to be conveyed in proper custody 
to the prison mentioned in such Order, and the Governor or Keeper of 
such last-mentioned prison shall, on production of such Order and of 
the Warrant of Arrest, receive such person, and shall produce him 





before the Court, as it may from time to time direct, and cball safely 
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keep him until such time as the Court shall otherwise order, or such 
person shall be otherwise discharged by law. 

6. Interpretation.] [20 (f).] (1) In these Rules the expression ‘‘ the 
Rules” means the Companies (Winding-up) Rules, 1890, and all 
Rules subsequently made under the provisions of the Acts, and the 
expression ‘‘ the Acts’? means the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893. 

(2) Citation and commencement.] These Rules shall come into 
operation on the Ist day of January, 1900. They may be cited as the 
Companies (Winding-up) Rules, 1899, and shall be construed with 
and deemed to form part of the Companies (Winding up) Rules, 
1890 ; and each of these Rules may be cited with reference to those 
Rules by the number in square brackets set against the Rule at the 
commencement thereof. The Forms annexed to these Rules shall be 
deemed to form part of the Forms annexed to the Companies 
(Winding-up) Rules, 1890, and each of the forms annexed to these 
Rules may be cited with reference to the forms annexed to the Com- 
panies (Winding-up) Rules, 1890, by the number placed at the head 
of the Form. 

Dated the 28th day of December, 1899. 
(Signed) Harspury, C. 

I concur, 

Cuas. T, Ritcatg, 
President of the Board of Trade. 


APPENDIX. 
Forms. 
No. 1 [414]. 


WARRANT TO REGISTRAR OF COURT IN WHOSE DISTRICT A PERSON 
AGAINST WHOM A WARRANT OF ARREST HAS BEEN ISSUED IS 
BELIEVED TO BE. 


Whereas the Warrant of Arrest hereto annexed has been issued by 
this Court against the person named therein, namely, 
of under the 
provisions of the Companies Acts and Companies (Winding-up) Rules. 

And whereas he is outside the ordinary jurisdiction of this Court, 
and is believed to be within the jurisdiction or district of the Court of 
which you are the Registrar. 

These are therefore to require you to cause the said Warrant to be 
executed within the ordinary jurisdiction of the Court (*). 

Dated this day of 40 s 

(Signed) (+) 

To the Registrar of the Court. 

No. 2 [413]. 

ENDORSEMENT OF WARRANT OF ARREST ISSUED BY A COURT TO 
WHICH THE SAME HAS BEEN SENT FOR EXECUTION BY THE 
CouRT WHICH ORIGINALLY ISSUED IT. 

To the Governor of the prison at ({) 

Take notice that in accordance with the Companies (Winding-up) 
Rules, 1899, thie Warrant of Arrest has been sent to and issued by me 
tothe High Builitf (or other Officer) of this Court, and that the 
person named in the Warrant, if apprehended within the jurisdiction 
thereof, is to be conveyed to the prison of this Court, and is to be 
there kept until otherwise directed by the Order of the Court which 


originally issued the Warrant of Arrest, or until discharged by that 
Court or otherwise by law. 


Dated the day of ee 
Registrar. 





TRANSFER OF ACTIONS, 
Orper or Covrr. 
Thursday, the 21st day of December, 1899. 


Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
North, Mr. Justice Stirling, Mr. Justice Byrne, and Mr. Justice 
Cozens-Hardy respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the 
causes assigned to Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, and Mr. 
Justice Byrne, should for the purpose only of hearing or of trial be trans- 
ferred to Mr. Justice Coz-ns-Hardy ; Now I, the Right Honourable 
Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Hal-bury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the several causes and matters set forth in 
the Schedules hereto, be accordingly transferred from the said Mr. Justice 
North, Mr. Justice Stirling, and Mr. Justice Byrne, to Mr. Justice Cozens- 
Hardy for the purpo-e only of hearing or of trial, and be marked in the 
Cause Books accordingly. And this order is to be drawn up by the 
Registrar, and set up in the several offices of the Chancery Division of the 
High Court of Justice. 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Noxrn. 
Drost v Yates 1899 D 436 July 26 
Nyburgh v Newton 1899 N 52 July 27 


? a Insert name of Court, 
(+) To be signed by the High Bailiff or other proper Officor of the Court. 
(+) Insert name of prison of the Court te which te Warrant hus been seut. 


Golby v Gordon 1899 G 953 Aug5 
William v Rangeley 1898 W 628 Aug5 
Great Northern Ry Co v Great Northern and City Ry Co 1899 G 1,26] 


Aug 10 
SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Srreuine. 


Clark v Anglo-American Construction Cold 1897 C 4,143 Aug3 

Murray v Robert Arthur Theatres Cold 1899 M 431 Aug4 

In re Ray Fish v Fish 1899 R 1,082 Aug7 

West Ham ‘'entral Charity Board v Company of Proprietors of East 
London Waterworks 1899 W 2.052 Aug 10 

Davies v Link 1899 D 944 Augll 

Jones v Blaisdell’s Pencils ld 1899 J 306 Aug1l 

Jones vy Cooke 1899 J 716 Augil 

Duplessis v Kellett 1889 D 586 Aug Ill 

Wharfedale Brewery Cold v Bradley 1898 W 2,391 Aug 12 

Brading v Clark 1899 B 134 Aug 12 

Hunting v Huntiag 1899 H 1,200 Aug 15 

Burchett v Gladwin 1899 B 1,594 Aug15 

Billinghurst v Haywood 1899 B 147 Augl5 

Curtis v Baines 1898 C 1,431 Aug 16 

Ind, Coope, & Cold v Hamblin 1899 I 136 Aug 18 

Campbell-Davys v Lloyd 1899 C 2,556 Sept 4 

Consolidated Exploration & Finance Co ld v Martyn 1898 OC 3,638 
Sept 7 

Liebis *s Extract of Meat Cold v Stacy & Co 1899 L 1,753 Sept 26 

Stephens v Stephens 1899 S 49 Sept 26 

Bottom v Lodge & Harper Cold 1898 B 316 Sept 28 

Bexhill Pier, Park & Land Cold v Webb 1899 B 2,021 Novi 

Simpson v McKeone 1898 S 1,437 Novl 

Chaytor v Hill 1899 O 1,357 Novl 

Hilton v Hallett 1899 H 2,223 Nov2 


THIRD SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Byrne. 


Pannell v City of London Brewery Cold 1899 P 1,261 AugI1l 

Inre Warner Warner v Warner 1899 W 2,054 Aug 17 

Wahlin’s Butter Patents Syndicate (in liquidation) v Brisco 1899 W 
1,633 Aug 17 

Conron v Burgess 1899 C 1,701 Aug17 

Stephenson v Yorke 1899 S 1,081 Aug 22 

Richardson v Alton 1899 R 151 Aug 25 

De Freville v Lloyd’s Bank ld Lloyd’s Bank Id v De Freville 1899 D 
1,035 Sept 18 

Hillier v Newman 1899 H 988 Oct 3 

Hicks vHalford 1899 H 1,991 Oct 26 

Phillips v Murrell 1899 P 1,243 Oct 27 

In re Kern’s Patent, No 294 of 1897 petition Oct 28 

Christmas v Knowles 1899 C 767 Oct3l 

Mansions Proprietary ld v Queen's Uollege, Oxford 1899 M 652 Nov1l 

Bennett v Stone 1899 B 2648 Nov3 

In re The Palace Co, Newcastle, ld Lundi v Palace Co, Newcastle, ld 
1899 P 1440 Nov6 

Evans v Evans 1898 E 1512 Nov6 

Hammond v Price 1899 H 1518 Nov9 

Powell v Poole 1899 P 662 Nov9 

Hawkes v Leyton Urban District Council 1899 H 2503 Nov 13 

Clegg v Whitechurch 1899 C 2,764 Nov 14 

Clegg v Whitechurch 1899 C 2,790 Nov 14 

Cocks v Cook 1899 C 2,482 Nov15 

Chalmers v Piccadilly Tyre Cold 1899 C 2,403 Nov 16 

Goldstein v Nichols 1898 G 2,674 Nov16 

Thomas v Lawrence 1899 T 886 Nov17 

Lambert & Butler 1d v Hochschild 1899 L 1,352 Nov 20 

Brighton Intercepting & Outfall Sewers Board v Burton 1899 B 2,600 

ov 21 

Collins v Wilkins 1899 C 1,003 Nov 21 

Tebb v Cave 1899 T 969 Nov 2l 

Clarke v Rumney 1899 C 1,466 Nov 24 

Hucklesby v Hook 1899 H 1,255 Nov 25 

Rooney v Stanton 1899 R 781 Nov 27 

Foxon, Robinson & Cold v Robinson Bros & Smith]d 1899 F 1,227 
Nov 29 

Blackburne v Hope-Edward 1899 B 2,908 Nov 29 

JC&J Field ld v Wagel Syndicate ld 1899 J 1,599 Dec 2 

In re the Trade Mark, 96,997, & Patents, Designs, &¢ Act motion Dec5 

Hewetson v Edwick 1899 H 837 Dec5d 

Bowley v Bailey 1898 B 5,318 Dec 8 


Hatspury, C. 








The following commission days have been fixed by the Lord Chief 
Justice and Mr. Justice Wills for the Winter Assiz‘son the Midland 
Circuit—viz. : Aylesbury, January 30 ; Bedford, February 2 ; Northampton, 
February 6; Leicester, February 10; Oakham, February 16; Lincoln, 
February 17; Derby, February 23; Nottingham, March 1; Warwick, 
March 7; Birmingham, March 13. The Lord Chief Justice goes on 





circuit alone until Nottingham is reached, when Mr. Justice Wills joins 
him. At the conclusion of business there the Lord Chief Justice returns 
to London and Mr. Justice Wills proceeds to Warwick alone. afterwards 
joining Mr. Justice Darling at Birmingham 
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CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


Court of Appeal. 


LORD STANLEY OF ALDERLEY ». WILD & SON. No.1. 15th Dec. 
PREROGATIVE or CaowN—Ricurt ro Stray Proceeprincs—Ri1Gut or ReMovaL 


Appeal from an order of a Divisional Court consisting of Ridley and 
Darling, JJ. Lord Stanley of Alderley was the owner of the surface of 
land on a mountain called Holyhead Mountain in Anglesey, under a grant 
in fee in 1840, from the Crown, by which the mines, minerals, and quarries 
within, upon, or under the land were reserved to the Crown, with full 
power to the Crown and its assigns to enter upon, work, use, and enjoy the 
same as fully and effectually as if the grant had not been made. The 
Crown granted a lease of the minerals to Messrs. Wild, who erected on the 
surface of the land a building for storing dynamite for the purpose of 
working the quarries. Lord Stanley brought an action in the county court 
against Messrs. Wild claiming £1 ages for trespass and an injunction. 
On the 11th of July, 1899, the county court judge gave judgment 
in favour of Lord Stanley, and granted an injunction restraining 
Messrs, Wild from using the land as they had been doing. Messrs. 
Wild gave notice of appeal to the Queen’s Bench Division. On the 
12th of August, 1899, the Attorney-General filed an information against 
Lord Stanley asking for a declaration that the Crown, its lessees, agents, 
and servants, were entitled to work the minerals under the land, and for 
that purpose to do and exercise all such acts, powers and privileges upon 
or affecting the surface of the land as might have been done or exercised 
by the Crown’s authority if the surface had not been granted by the deed, 
and for an injunction to restrain Lord Stanley from interfering by legal 
proceedings or otherwise with the exercise by the lessee or licensee of the 
Crown of the surface powers and privileges reserved by the deed, and that 
all proceedings for enforcing the order of the county court should be 
stayed. Upon application by the Crown the Divisional Court made an 
order directing the appeal in the county court action to be transferred to 
the Revenue side of the Queen’s Bench Division, and that all further pro- 
ceedings in the appeal should be stayed until after the hearing of the 
information. From this order Lord Stanley appealed. For the appellant it 
was contended that the Crown was not entitled by virtue of its prerogative 
right to have proceedings stayed after final judgment. The Crown’s 
right to have proceedings in which it was interested stayed only applied to 
proceedings in which final judgment had not been obtained, and did not 
apply to an appeal. The following cases were referred to: Cawthorne v. 
Campbell (1 Austr. 205), Attorney-General v. Barker (20 W. R. 509, L. R. 
7 Ex. i177), Attorney-General v. Constable 127 W.R. 661, 4 Ex. D. 172), 
Attorney-General v. St. Aubyn (Wightw. 167), Leonard v. Rogers (cited in 
Wightw., at p. 204), Yates v. Dryden (Cro. Car. 589), Attorney-General v. 
Hallett (15 M. & W. 97). 

| Covrt (A, L. Svirx and Vavenan Witurams, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal, 

Suirn, L.J., said that the question whether it was within the pre- 
rogative of the Crown to have a cause in the county court, whatever its 
position in that court might be, removed to the Revenue side of the 
Queen’s Bench Division was not seriously contested. The first part of the 
order of the Divisional Court was therefore right. With regard to that 
part of the order which directed that all further proceedings on the appeal 
from the county court should be stayed till after the hearing of the informa- 
tion, he held that the authorities shewed that it was part of the prerogative 
of the Crown to have the action removed and stayed, and that the Crown 
should become the actor in the litigation involving its rights, and that this 
could be done after judgment. 

VaucHaN Witutaas, L.J., delivered a judgment to the same effect.— 
Counset, Haldane, QC., and Bryn Roberts; Sir R. B. Finlay, 8G., 
and Vaughan Hawkins. Souscrrors, 7. D. Jones, for T. R. Evans, Holy- 
head; The Solicitor to the Office of Works. 


{Reported by P. B. Durnrorp, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


BARBER v. MEXICAN LAND, &c., CO.- Stirling, J. 7th and 8th Nov.; 
20th Dec. 


Practrice—JvRIsDICTION—PoweEr or A CALIvoRNIAN Court To AUTHORIZE 
A JupoMent Creprror to Sug in tHe Name or A Company IN AN 
Enoiisn Court —MAINTENANCE. 


This was a summons on behalf of the Interaational Co. of Mexico, 
oue of the plaintiffs, that the writ and subsequent procecdings in the 
action might be amended by striking out the name of that company as 
plaint ffs, on the ground that such name had been used without due 
authority. The question raised by the action was as to the jurisdiction 
of an American court to make an order authorizing a person, who had 
recovered judgment in that court against an American company, to bring 
an action in the name of that company im this country against an 
English company. The plaintiff company was incorporated under the 
laws of the State of Connecticut, U.S.A.; the defendant company was 
English, and registered under the Com es Act of 1862. By an agreement 
in writing, dated the 4th of May, 1889, made between the two companies, 
the plaiutiff company agreed to sell and transfer all its property and 
ae to the defendant company, which undertook to pay and 
satisfy all the obligations, debts, and liabilities of the plaintiff compavy, 
and to indemnify the same in respect thereof. Later in 1889 one Batss 
brought an action in California dgainst the plaintiff company, which duly 





appeared, and on the 29th of November, 1892, Bates recovered judgment 
for a sum equivalent to £24,751 which still remained unsatisfied. On the 
12th of December, 1892, Bates assigned to the plaintiff Barber his judgment 
and all sums to be recovered in ree thereof. On the 16th of March, 1896, 
in certain proceedings in the Californian court, an order was made whereby 
Barber was “‘ authorized and empowered to institute any and all necessary 
and proper action or actions against the said Mexican Land and Colonization 
Co. fi Limited) in any and all proper courts, in his own name, or in the name of 
the said American company, to his use for enforcement of the said agree- 
ment of the 4th of May, 1889, and the recovery of the said judgment and 
the moneys due and to become due on the said judgment and claim”’ ; 
and the order further appointed Barber receiver of the International Co. 
of Mexico, with full power to bring all actions and take all proceedings 
necessary and proper for the collection of the said judgment. The writ in the 
present action was issued on the 15th of June, 1896, Barber and the American 
company being plaintiffs, and the English company the sole defendant, 
the plaintiffs claiming epecific performance by the defendant company 
of the agreement of the 4th of May, 1889, so far as might be necessary 
to enforce payment by the defendant <r to Barber of his judgment 
debt, payment of the debt with interest, damages for breach of the 
agreement. In 1897 the plaintiff company gave notice of motion (which 
was refused in 1898) in the American action for an order setting aside the 
order of 1896 on the ground (amongst others) of lack of jurisdiction. 
No further proceedings had been taken in the American action. The 
plaintiff company submitted that the American court had no power by 
American law to allow an execution creditor to do acts to levy execution 
here; an order of this sort, being ancillary to execution, can only be good 
in the jurisdiction in which it was granted; and the conduct of the 
plaintiff Barber amounted to maintenance. Our. adv. vult. 

Sririine, J., after reciting the facts, said that upon them it must be 
taken that the order of March, 1896, relied on by Barber in opposing the 
summons, was properly made. But it did not in terms empower Barber 
to bring an ac'ion in the name of the plaintiff company in an English 
court ; the plaintiff company contended that if he had been so empowered 
then the court of California had exceeded its powers, and for this conten- 
tion it mainly relied on the reasons given by the learned judge who made 
the order in the judgment given by him on the application of the 
plaintiff company to set it aside. This judge found his authority in 
sections 714 and 720 of the Code of Civil Procedure of Oalifornia, which 
sections fell under the second of two chapters (on ‘‘ Proceedings Supple- 
mental to Execution ’’) of Title IX. of the Code (‘‘On the Kxecution 
of the Judgment in Civil Actions’’). As might be expected, these chapters 
provided for the obtaining execution of a civil judgment through courts 
and officers of courts whose proceedings were regulated by the Code—viz., 
the courts of the State of California, the district courts of the United 
States of America having jurisdiction within the State of California, and 
possibly other courts of the United States or of the individual s'ates. In 

articular, section 720 seemed to his lordship to call for such limitation. 
The order of 1896 would therefore be perfectly valid and operative in all 
American courts whose p i were regulated by that Code, and it 
ought not to receive such a construction as would give it au effect beyond 
that authorized by the very enactment in pursuance of which it was made ; 
therefore the ‘‘ proper courts’ mentioned in the order ought not to be read 
as including English courts. Indeed, the language of the learned judge 
in America seemed to indicate that he doubted whether he had power to 
authorize Barber to sue in the name of the plaintiff company in an English 
court. His lordship, after referring to the opinions of several American 
lawyers, said that it was not contended that Barber could, according to 
the practice of the English courts, maintain this action in his capacity as 
receiver. In his lordship’s opinion an order ought to be made in 
accordance with the summons.—CovunseL, Jenkins, Q.O., and Danckwerts ; 
Upjohn, Q.C., and Eustace Smith. Soxicrrors, John Broad ; H. 8S. Holt. 

[Reported by W. H. Drarsr, Barrister-at-Law. | 


LADY BATEMAN v. FABER AND OTHERS. Kekewich, J. 
SerrLEMENT—CoNnsTRUCTION—MBANING OF ‘‘ INCOME.”’ 


By an indenture dated the 26th of Juve, 1867, the rents and profits of 
certain property were settled, subject to a prior trust for the security of a 
certain loan, upon Lady Bateman for her life. The deed, however, con- 
tained a proviso that if at any time Lady Bateman were to “‘succeed to 
an income in her own right of £8,000 or more per annum .. . 
then and in such case the trust’’ thereinbefore mentioned on 
her behalf was to ‘“* absolutely cease and determine.’’ After the 
determination of the trust in favour of Lady Bateman, the property was to 
be held in trust for Lord Bateman. The latter subsequently mortgaged 
his interest to Andrew Montagu, who died on the Sth of October, 1895, 
leaving the defendant G. D. Faber his sole executor and residuary legatee. 
In 1886 Lady Bateman became entitled for life to certain other 
properties in Norfolk, Suffolk, and Middiesex. A question havi 
aren as to whether by her succession to these estates she 
not become entitled to an income of £8,000 per annum, the present 
action was commenced by her against G. D. Faber, Lord Bateman, 
and other defendants, claiming (inter alia) a declaration that 
she had not at any time since the execution of the indenture of 1867 suc- 
ceeded to an ‘income ”’ of £8,000 annum. On the trial of tbe action 
on the 24th of June, 1897, it was epiied that an inquiry should be held as 
to whether the plaintiff had at any time since the 3lst of December, 1885, 
succeeded to an “‘income’’ of £8,000 a year. An inquiry having been 
held in chambers, and the respective parties having agreed that the accounts 
should be taken only for a single i.¢., the llth of October, 1886, 
to the 11th of October, 1887, the master found that Lady Bateman’s income 
for the year in question amounted only to £7,750 12s. It appeared that in 
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arriving at this sum the master had excluded from the lady’s ‘‘income”’ certain 
payments for (1) tithes; (2) rent-charges under the [and Improvement 
Act, 1864; (3) voluntary abatements from tenants’ rents. It also 
appeared that he had credited her with nothing in respect of (4) Broome 
all, which she personally occupied ; or with respect to (5) Oakley Park, 
except for a per'od of about half a year during which it had been actually 
let. He had a'so credited the plaintiff with (6) only those copyhold fines 
which she Lad actually received during the year in question It was 
contended generally on behalf of the defendants that ‘‘income”’ does not 
mean the actual net amount of money that comes into anyone’s hands for 
actual spending purposes, but everything that comes into the recipient’s 
hands atter the deduction of paramount payments: Reg. v. Commissioners of 
Southampton (L. R. 4 H. L. 449), Lawless v. Sullivan ‘29 W. R 907, 6 App. 
Cas. 373). Jt was contend:d also (1) that tithes were neither a ch«rge 
on the inheritance (Bailey v. Badham, 33 W.R. 770, 30 Ch. D. 84), nor 
@ personal liability on the owner (Grifinhoofe v. Daubuz, 4 W. R. 131; 
6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 61, s. 67) ; (2) that rent-charges under the Improvement 
of Land Act, 1864, were attributable partly to capital and partly to 
interest; and that only the latter parts ought to be deducted from 
*fincome’’; (3) that voluntury abatements of rent ought not to be allowed 
for; (4) that a fair occupation rent ought to be credited to the plaintiff for 
the use of Broome Hall ; (5) that the plaintiff ought to be credited with 
the value of Oakley Park for the whole year, irrespective of whether, as a 
matter of fact, it happened to be let or not; (6) that an average ought to 
be taken of the value of the copyhold fines for, say, the last eleven years. 


Kexewicu, J.—It has been suggested in argument that *‘income”’ 
means “‘estate.’’ I think it would not be difficult to distinguish between 
tie two, but I do not propose to attempt it here. I have to deal with the 
phrase, ‘‘ succeed to an income,’’ and I must decline to construe it by 
importing other words. This lady is intended, subject to a certain proviso 
for cesser, to have the preceeds of a certain estate after payment thereout 
of all the annual and otter outgoings. If she succeeds to a certain 
other ‘‘income,’’ it is provided that the payment to her of the pro- 
c2eds of that estate is to cease, and it is impossible to come to this 
proviso without a preconceived idea that this second *‘ income’”’ is intended 
to be of the same class as the income which it is meant to destroy. Now 
what is the popular meaning of the word ‘‘income’’? I must not 
take it to mesn the actual amount of money that remains in hand 
after a landlerd has done his duty to the estate. But, per contra, 
I must ascertain as nearly as possible, not merely what pases 
through this lady’s banking account, but what passes through it 
for her benefit; allowing for a fair, not a generous, expenditure (1) 
As to tithes, they are properly deducted, for, apart altogether 
from any theory on the subject, no landowner can be said to enjoy an 
income of £8,000 when what he really has is £8,000 less a certain amount 
of tithe. (2) As to rent-charges under the Land Improvement Act, 1864, 
the part attributable to capital, not less than the part attributable to 
interest, ought clearly to be deducted from ‘‘income.’’ (3) As to voluntary 
allowances to terants, it is easy to imagine generous abatements which 
could not be allowed in this account. Here, however, the evidence shews that 
all have been made in pursuance of previous agreements, or in order to retain 
tenants, or porsibly to do what was being done by other people all round. (4) 


As to Broome Park, the plaintiff occupied it herself, but that does not make | 
it income. Non constat that she could have let it, even though she had had to | 


pay rent for another house. (5) As to Oakley Park, why is she to be 
credited with rent she never received? For part of this particular year 
she receivei no rent, and the master had to look at this year alone. (6) 
As to copyhold fines, the parties have agreed to take the actual 
accounts tor a single year, and they cannot now be allowed to take an 
average in the case of one particular item. Under all these circumstances, 
I see no reason to interfere with the master’s finding.—CounsgL, Renshaw, 
Q.C., Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Brabant ; Warrington, Q.C., and Beaumont. 
Soxicrrors, Greenfield § Cracknall ; G. F. Hudson, Matthews, § Co, 
[Reported by J. E. Morris, Barrister-at-Law. 


Re STEAD. WHITHAM ». ANDREW. Farwell, J. 27th Nov. 
Wu1—Secret Trust—Jornt Tenants—Norice To One ON Ly. 


Action with witnesses to enforce an alleged secret trust. The testatrix 
by her will dated the 29th of April, 1897, after a number of specific and 
uuniary legacies, left to the plaintiff and the defendant, Mre. Andrew, 
6 household linen, &c., absolutely, and devised and bequeathed her 
residuary real and personal estate to her executors and trustees, the 
defendant John March and the said Mrs. Whitham and Mrs. Andrew, on 
trust for sale, and subject to the payment of debts, expenses, and legacies 
to stand possessed thereof upon trust for Mrs Whitham and Mrs. Andrew 
absolutely. After her death the plaintiff alleged, and for the first time in- 


property to A. and OC. as tenants in common by expressly promising or 
tacitly consenting that he and C. will carry out the testator’s wishes, and 
C. knows nothing of the matter until after A.’s death, A. is bound, but C, 
is not: see Zee v. Ferris (2 K. & J. 357) the reason stated being that to 
hold otherwise would enable one beneficiary to deprive the rest of their 
benefits by setting up a secret trust. If, however, the gift were to A. and 
C. as jcint tenants, the authorities have established a distinction between 
those cases in which the gift is made on the faith of an antecedent 
promise by A. and those in which the will is left unrevoked on the 
faith of a subsequent promise. In the former case the trust binds 
both A. and C. (Russell v. Jackson, 10 Ha. 204; Jones v. Badley, 16 W. R, 
713, L. R. 3 Ch. 362), the reason stated being that no person can claim 
an interest under a fraud committed by another; in the latter case A. and 
not C. is bound (Burney v. Macdonald, 15 Sim. 6 ; Moss v. Cooper, 1 J. & H. 
352), the reason stated (p. 367) being that the gift is not tainted with any 
fraud in procuring the execution of the will. Iam bound to decide in 
accordance with these authorities, and I accordingly hold that Mrs. 
Andrew is not bound by any trust —CounseL, Dibdin; E. P. Hewitt ; 
P. B. Abraham ; Bramwell Davis, Q.C., and Errington. Soutcrrors, Vincent 
$ Vincent, for North § Son, Leeds; Iliffe, Henley, § Sweet, for Russell § 
Mackay, York; Torr, Gribble, Oddie, § Sinclair, for Nelson, Barr, § Nelson, 
Leeds. 
[Repcrted by J. F. Isexry, Barrister-at-Law | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


CROSS AND OTHERS (Appellants) v. ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE OF 
WEST DERBY UNION (Respondents). Div. Court. 19th Dec. 


Ratrxc—Poor Rate—ExemptTion FROM — POLIcE-STATION—RESIDENCES OF 
Pouice Orricers —RAtTeABILITY OF. 


Case stated by quarter sessions. The appellants appealed against an 
assessment to # poor rate made by the repondents, and the appeal was 
heard at the General Quarter Sessions of the County of Laucaster (West 
Derby Division), held in Liverpool on the 17th of January, 1899. The 
appeal was dismissed subject to this case. The appeal was by the 
superintendent, inspec'or, and sergeant respectively of the county police 
for the Seaforth Division of Lancashire, against the assessment to poor rate 
of thedwelling- houses respectively occupied by them, which dwelling-houses 
the appellants contended were within the curtilage of the Seaforth police- 
station. The premises, the assessment of which was in question, were erected 
by the County Council of Lancashire in 1895 as residences for the members 
of the county police, together with other premises which the respondents 
do not claim to be rateable, the whole of the premises being vested in the 
county council. The premises erected in 1895, in addition to the cells for 
prisoners, living accommodation for the ordinary constab'es, charge- 
offices, magistrate’s room, and other offices constituting the Seaforth police- 
station, comprise three dwelling-houses exclusively occupied by the 
appellants and their families for their domestic use. These dweiling- 
houses may be visited and inspected at any time by members of the 
standing joint committee, the chief constable, or the Government 
inspector. The front doors of these three houses open into the street, but 
from the superintendent’s house there is direct access to all parts of the 
station, and from the backs of the inspector’s and sergeant’s houses there 
is access to the station by passing into the yards of the houses. In one of 
the bedrooms of the superintendent’s house there is a speaking-tube 
communicating with the charge-office and day-room. In respect of 
these residences certain sums are deducted from the salaries of the 
appéllants as rent for the premises occupied by them, and the 
sums so deducted are applied in reduction of the general police rate. 
These officers may be required to move elsewhere at any moment, but 
whilst they are attached to the Seaforth Division it is necessary that they 
should be resident within or adjacent to the police-station for the due 
carrying on of the work of tbe place, and when appointed to their respec- 
tive offices they were compelled by the authorities to reside in such 
dwelling-houses. The police force resident in the station and in the three 
houses in question consists of eight constables and the three officers (the 
appellants), and there is frequent communication passing between the 
officers and those in charge of the prisoners ; and no prisoner can be locked 
up, bailed, or remanded, unless the superintendent, inspector, or sergeant 
is present. In none of the houses is there any room set apart for any 
purpose other than for the use of the appellants and their families, and the 
appellants respectively provide the furniture for the houses occupied by 
them. The question for the opinion of the court was whether these 
dwelling-bou-es or any of them are li.ble to assessment for poor rate or 
not. For the appellants it was contended that the asse:smeut committee 





formed Mrs. Andrew, that the testatrix wi-hed the residue of her estate to 
be given to the defendant J. W. Collett, and should it excecd £2,000 to | 
certain charities named in the will. 

Farwk11, J., after stating that he was not quite satisfied that the testa- | 
trix ever intended to create a cecret trust, but that the plaintiff was bouud 
by her own admissions, continued as follows :—The facts, therefore, stand | 
thus: A gift by will te Mrs. Whitham and Mrs. Andrew in joint tenancy ; 
a trust affecting that gift communicated by the testatiix after making | 
her will to and accepted by Mrs. Whitham alone; entire ignorance 
of such gift by Mrs. Andrew until after the testatrix’s death. Tue | 
authorities establish the following propositions: If A. induces B. either to | 
make or to abstain from revoking a will leaving bim property by expressly 
promising or tacitly consenting to carry out B.’s wishes concerning it, the 
court will held this to be a trust, and wi!l compel A. to execute it: see 
MeCormick v. Grogan (17 W. BR. 961, at p. 963, L. R. 4 H. L. 82, at p. 88). 
It A. induces B. either to make or to leave unrevoked a wil leaving | 





were wrong in assessing the three dwelling-houses, the residences 
of tle appellants, and that su:h dwelling-houses formed a part of, and a 
necessary part of, the police-station, which was exempt from assessment, 
and that these residences of the officers were therefore exempt as being a 
part of the police-station, For the respondents it was cogtended that the 
three residences formed no part of the police-station, that no part of the 
business of the police-station was conducted therein, but that all such 
business was done in the police-station itself, and that therefore the 
residences of the:e officers did not come within the exemption applicable 
to the police-station itself, but were occupied by the three appellants for 
their own private use. The following cases were cited and commented 
upon ; Gambier v. Lydford Overseers (2 W. R. 226,3E & B. 346), Reg. v. 
St. Martin’s, Leicester (15 W. R. 1036, L. R. 2 Q. B. 493), Showers v. 
Chelmsford Union (39 W. R 174; 1891, 1 Q. B. 339), Leicester County 
Council v. Assessment Committee of Leicester (46 W. R. 585, 78 L. T. N.S, 


463), and Bent v. Roberts (26 W. R. 128, 3 Ex. D. 66). 
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Tar Court (Daruinc and Cuannett, JJ.) allowed the appeal, holding 
that the residences of the three officers were a part of the police station, 
and were with the police-station, exempt from assessment to poor rate. 

Darina, J.—The question is whether certain premises built in 1895 for 
the Seaforth county police are rateable or not. That question appears 
to me to depend very much on the view of the facts as stated iu the case. 
These premises were all erected in 1895, and paragraph 4 of the case sets 
out what those premises were. It is perfectly clear, therefore, that 
although these dwelling-houses were occupied by these persons for their 
domestic use, they were occupied by them for certain purp)s-s arising out 
of their employment, as we see by another paragraph of the care. That 
being so, what kind of exception is this which has tu be applied? I think 
itis to be collected from the judgment of Bowen, L.J., in the Liaw Journal 
report in the case of Showers v. Chelmsford Union (60 L. J. M. C 55), where 
he says: ‘* But here there is no single building in the seuse that it is one 
occupied as a bare trust for public purposes, for it is not a police- station 
as a whole.’’ That meant to lay down the test that if the premises were 
occupied as a police-station as a whole then they would come within the 
exception of buildings occupied for public purposes. Fry, L.J., in that 
case laid down the same test, and Lord Esher said the question was 
chiefly one of fact. The question, therefore, comes to this, whether these 
buildings were occupied as a whole? The police officers do live 
in these houses; they are all surrounded by a wall, and there is 
frequent communication between these residences and the oth+r parts of the 
station. The case tells us why this communication is passing—namely, 
because no prisouer can be locked-up or bailed unless one of these three 
officers is present. It would be only half a police-station if it were a 
place where, if you brought a prisoner, you could not lock him up; and it 
would be a very imperfect kiud of police-station if you had got no one 
connected with the place who could either lock-up or bail. The question 
being mainly one of tact, it seems to me the proper conclusion of fact to arrive 
at is that these premises were occupied as a police-station as a whole, as 
one thing, and, therefore, these residences of the appellants were exempt 
with tie rest of the station. 

CuANNELL, J.—I also think that this is entirely a question of fact, as was 
said in Showers v. Chelmsford Union. On the whole, I think this case comes 
close to the lise, but I tnink also that the building must be regarded as an 
entire building. The fact is that the outside boundary wall enclosed all 
of those buildings, »nd that seems to me to be enough —CovnseL, Pickford, 
QC., and H. G. Steel; C. A. Russell, Q.C., and Collingwood Hope. 
So.icrrors, Ridsdale § Son, for H. E Clare, Preston; Sharpe, Parker, § Co., 
for Cleaver, Holden, Garnett, § Cleaver, Liverpool. 

[Reported by Sir Suenston Baker, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.1 


Re JOHN SCOTT, JUN. (Deceased). Div. Court. 11th and 15th Dec. 


Intasp Revenve—Estate Duty—Wiiis Act (7 Wi. 4 anv 1 Vict. c, 
26, s. 33)—Frvance Act (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 30), ss. 1 anv 2—AGGREGATION , 
Petition by the executors of the will of John Scott, jun., against a claim 
made by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue for e-tate duty. Jobn 
Scott, jun., died on the 22nd of January, 1899, leaving a widow and 
daughter. By his will he lett his property to the petitioners in trust for 
the widow and duughter, and after the death of the widow for the daughter 
absolutely. The total net value of the property passing on his death was 
£16,000. On the 12th of May, 1899, John Scott, sen., the father 
of John Scott, jun., died, having by his will dated the 5th of June, 
1891, left to his con freehold property valued at £80,000. By virtue 
of the Wills Act, 1837, s. 33, this disposition took effect as if the 
death of John Scott, jun., hud happened immediately after that of 
his father, and accordingly the ireehold property pa:sed to the petitioners 
as executors and trustees cf the will of John Scott, jun. Estate duty 
was psid on this property in respect of the death ot John Scott, sen. 
The Commissioners of [Inland Revenue claimed that it should be aggre- 
gated with thé rest of John Scott, jun.’s, property as property passing 
on his death within the Finance Act, 1894, and that estate duty was 
chargeable on the whole amount accordingly in respect of such death. 
PR Covrt (Dariinc and CuanneLi, JJ.) gave judgment for the 

Town. 

DaxurnG, J , said he could not hold, under section 33 of the Wills Act 
and section 1 of the Finance Act, 1894, that this was property which 
** passed on the death’? of John Scott, jun., but under section 2 (1) 
of the Finance Act it was property of which he was competent to dispose 
at the time of his death, and estate duty must consequently be paid on it. 

CuANNELL, J., said the case turned on the question of the true construc- 
tion of the Wills Act. That Act laid down that in circumstances such as 
the present a devise was not to lapse but to take effect as if the son had 
died atter the father. If the son had actually survived the father the 
beneficiaries of the son would have taken the property subject to the 
payment of the duties to the Crown. [He referred to the cases of Executors 
of Perry v. The Queen (17 W. R. 382, L. R. 4 Ex. 27), Lord Advocate v. Bogie 
(1894, A. C. 87), and Attorney-General v. Lloyd (1895, 1 Q. B. D. 496).] 


In this case, therefore, duty must be paid as if the son had survived. The ' 


raté of duty must be arrived at by tsking the rate applicable to the 
property when aggregated with the other property of John Scott, jun., 
but without allowing any additional duty on the £16,000 in consequence 


of such aggregation.—CounseL, Joseph Walton, Q.C., and Edwardes Jones, | 
?| The death is announced of Sir Gregory Paul, Advocate - General at 


for the petitioners; Sir Richard Webster, A.G., Sir R. B. Finlay, 8.G. 
and Vauyhan Hawkins, for the Crown. Soxicirors, Crawley, Arnold, § Co; 
The Solicitor for Inland Revenue. 

{Report.d by P. B. Duryrorp, Barrister-at-Law. 





*,* In the case of Fox v. The Star Newspaper Co. (ante, p. 116), Mr. W. 
Llewelyn Williams appeared with Mr. Blake Odgers, Q.C., and Mr. 
Temple Franks on behalf of the respondent. 


LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Mr. Josern Henry Perers, solicitor, of Manchester, died on the 26th of 
December, at the age of thirty-seven years. He was the eldest son of the 
late Mr. Henry Lucy Peters, and was admitted in 1886, and was a member 
of the firm of Peters & Simpson. Outside his profession he was well 
known in Lancashire as an enthusiastic yachtsman, and was a member of 
we Mersey Yacht Club and of the Southport Corinthian Yacht 

lub. 

As we briefly announced last week, Mr. Serjeant Srmvxs died on the 
27th inst. He was called to the bar in 1843, and went the Northern 
circuit. He was created a serjeant in 1862. At the general election in 
1874 he was returned as Member of Parliament for Oldha He had for 
many years retired from —— and was the last survivor at the bar of 
the Order of the Coif. For many years he had been chairman of the 
Faversham bench of magistrates. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


The Hon. W. Macrugrson, Judge of the High Court, Bengal, has 
received the honour of Knighthood. 

Mr. Tuomas Marcuant Wriz1aMs, barrister, has been appointed Stipen- 
diary Magistrate for the Borough of Swansea, in the room of Mr. J. Coke 
Fowler, deceased. 

His Honour Jujge Greenwet has been appointed the Umpire for the 
Northumberland Coal Trade Conciliation Board. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
ADMISSIONS. 

Messrs. Slaughter & May, solicitors, of 18, Austin Friars, have taken Mr. 
G. M. Smmonps into partnership. 

In consequence of the death of Mr. Henry Nelson, the senior partner in 
the firm of Nelson, Barr, & Nelson, solicitors, of Leeds, the surviving 
partners have arranged to take Mr. Arruurn ReornaLp CuorLey into 
partnersbip, ason the Ist of January, 1900. Mr. Uhorley has been with the 
firm for many years past. The partners in the new firm will be Messrs. 
Freperrck Horatio Barr, Hersert Netson, and Arruur ReGinatp 
Cuor.ey, and the style of the firm will be Barr, Nelson, & Co. 


The firm of Messrs. Lee & Russell, solicitors, of Birmingham, has been 
joined, as from the Ist day of January, 1900, by Mr. Axtuur MvsGRovE 
who had been with them as managing clerk for some years. The style o 
the new firm will be Lee, Russell, & Musgrove. 

Messrs. Thomson & Groom, solicitors, of 3, Raymond-building:, 
Gray’s-inn, have admitted into partnership with them, as from the Ist of 
January, Mr. Jonn Hassatt Kretiey, who has been associated with them 
for some years past. The future style of the firm will be Thomson, 
Groom, & Kirtley. 

Messrs. Sharpe, Parker, Pritchards, & Barham, solicitors, of 12, New- 
court, Carey-street, W.C., and 9, Bridge-street, Westminister, have taken 
into partnership Mr. Hersert Bowxtnc Lawrorp (late of the firm of 
Bower, Parkes, & Lawford, of 52, Lincoln’s-inn-fields) and Mr. Henry 
Gisnon Prrrcnarp, the title of the firm being now Sharpe, Parker, 
Pritchards, Barham, & Lawford. 

DissoLUTION. 

In consequence of the retirement of Mr. Lawford, as above mentioned, 
Messrs. Bower, Parkes, & Lawford, solicitors, have by mutual consent 
dissolved partnership, but Messrs. T. H. Bower and F. Parxes will con- 
tinue to practice at 52, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, under the style of Bower & 
Parkes. 





CuaNGE or ADDRESS. 
Messrs Micuar, Apranams, Sons, & Co., solicitors, have removed to 
No. 5, Tokenhouse-yard, Lothbury, E.C. 


INFORMATION WANTED. 

Harnrerr Ovcurertony, deceased, late of 42, Richmond-road, West- 
bourne-grove, Bayswater, and eometimes residing at Tunbridge Wells, 
at Ramsgate, and at 71, Warwick-road, Maida-bil .—Any person hay 
the custody of, or who may have prepared, any Will for the above-nam 
deceased is requested to communicate with Messrs. Grubbe & Troughton, 
solicitors, 52, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C. 

Wis Parricx, deceased, late of the Manor-house, Martock, 





‘ Somerset, D.I.G.H. (R.N , retired).—Any person having the custody of, 


or who may have prepared, any Will for the above-named deceased is 
requested to comenealaah with Mesers. Newman, Paynter, & Oo., solicitors, 
Yeovil, and 1, Clement’s-inn, London, W.C. Dated Yeovil, 16th Dec., 


1899. 








GENERAL. 


Calcutta He had been Advocate-General from 1872, and was made a 


| O.1.E. in 1878, and K.C.I E. in 1888. 

The Westminster Gazette records the death of the Rev. George Fyler 
Townesend, D D., long well known in London as vicar of St. Michael, 
Burleigh-street. He was the last clerical proctor for granting marriage 

licences in Doctors’ Commons. 
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The Estates’ Gazette states that the tone of the real estate market during 
the year just closed has been altogether very satisfactory, and displays an 
increasing confidence on the part of the public in this form of investment. 
Residential properties and shops in thoroughfares have been readily 
and advantageously disposed of, whilst the prices realized at the height of 
the season for landed estates shewed a gratifying stability, though a 
smaller number than usual of such properties were offered. An unusually 
large number of City sites have come uvder the hammer during the year 
for sale and letting, good prices and high rentals being generally obtained. 
Though offers of agricultural land have been comparatively few, cales 
have n easy and encouraging prices have been obtained. There has 
been an active demand for building land, and many important estates 
changed hands at excellent prices, whilst freehold ground-rents have sold 

ly, often at high rates. 


Sir Thomas Brooke, chairman of the West Riding Quarter Sessions, at 
Leeds, says the Times, in charging the grand jury, said that he had 
not known such a light calendar for thirty years. This diminution of 
crime he attributed to the increase of trade in the Riding and to the fact 
that people were well occupied, a state of affairs which called forth a New 
Year’s congratulation.—At the Hertfordshire Quarter Sessions there was 
not a single person for trial. The presiding magistrate, Mr. Carlile, was 
complimented upon this good start for the New Year, and was presented 
with a pair of white kid gloves.—Mr. Samuel Henry Leonard, the new 
Recorder of Penzance, iii place of Mr. Robert Alexander Kinglake, 
appointed Recorder for Bournemouth, presided at the quarter sessions for 
the first time. There were no prisoners for trial. The recorder con- 
gratulated the borough on its freedom from crime, and was presented 
with a pair of white gloves. 


The Board of Agriculture has issued a circular to clerks to local 
authorities in Great Britain under the Sale of Foods and Drugs Acts, 1875 
to 1899, calling attention to the exercise of the powers and duties conferred 
and imposed upon local authorities and the board by the Act of 1899. 
Section 3 (1) of the Act specifically imposes upon the local authority the 
duty of appointing a public analyst and of putting in force from time to 

as occasion may arise the powers with which they are invested, so as 
to provide proper securities for the sale of food and drugs in a pure and 
genuine condition, and in particular the duty of directing their officers to take 
samples for analysis, and the board trust that by the regular and efficient 
discharge by local authorities of their statutory obligations in these 
respects any necessity for the exercise by the board of the powers conferred 
upon them by section 3 (2) and (3) of the Act may be reduced to a mini- 
mum. The board particularly urge upon local authorities the necessity 
of making effective arrangements for the regular and systematic sampling | 
of articles of food. The local authorities are also asked to consider | 
whether the number and class of the inspectors appofuted by them is such 
as to be fully adequate to meet the requirements of their district, and to 
employ as —s officers a sufficient number of persons who have had 
experience in the class of work they are required to perform. 








| Lonpox ann Nozrruern Banx, Lunteo—Peta for winding up, presented Dec 19, directed 

| to be heard on Jan 11. Simpson & Co, 27, King st, Cheapside, for Simpson & Simpson, 

| 47, Albion st, Leeds, solors for petmer. Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 10 : 

Seceinxs, Limireo—Petn for winding up, ted Dec 23, directed to be heard on Jan 
11. Carter & Swallow, 61, Carey st, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach 
the above-named noi later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 10 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Hevp One Anoruer Sick anp Friznpiy Society, 54, Bull st, West Bromwich, Staffs, 


Kent anp Dunkirk Unity Socrgty, Boughton, Kent. Dec 19 


London Gazetie.—Turspay, Jan, 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitgep in CHANCERY- 
Army Cycie Rest Syxpicate, Limirep—Creditors are uired, on or before Feb 28, to 
eir names dresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, tv Hercu‘es 
Nicol, 21, Finsbury pymt, E. F. & H. Landon, 53, New Broad st, solors to liquidator 
Biruincuam Carsipe Co, Limirep —Peta for winding up, presented Jan 1, directed to be 
h on Jan 11. Arnould & fon, 10, New ct, Lincoln’s inn, for Buller & Cross, Bir- 
mingham, eolors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not 
later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 10 
Corrin & Sranton Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 9, to send their 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Claude 
Edward Stanley Bishop and Francis Henry Burr, 46, Queen Victoria st 
Go.pen Gate Miyine Co, Lunurep —Creditors are required, on or before Jan 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to J. H. Byrne & 
Co, 81, Gracechurch st 
Joun Butt Gop Mine, Limitep—OCreditors are required, on or before Feb 13, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to J. H. Byrne 
& Vo, 81, Gracechurch st 
Joint S8rock Institute, Limrrep—Petition for winding up, presented Jan 1, directed to be 
on Thursday, Janil. Bennett & Co, 63, Culeman st, solors for petaer. Notice 
: appearing must reach the above-named not later than six o'clock in the aiternoon of 
an 10 
Mayrirtp Disrricr Gas Licnr Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
John Francis Horne, 1, Princes st, Tunbridge Wells 
Menrsry Tsaw ers, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 15, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Coard Squarey 
Pain, 14, North John st, Liverpool. Style & Co, Liverpool, solors to the liquidator 
Merropouitan Fire Insugance Co, Liuitep—Petn f.r winding up, presented Dec 29, 
directed to be heard on Jani1l. Parkes & Powell. 93 and 94, n¢-Ty lane, solors for 
petners Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of Jan 10 
Morrram’s Brewery, Limitep—Creditors are required on or before Feb 94, to send their 
names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or c'a mz, to James Boardman, 
37, Cross st, Manchester 
Nortu Lonvoy Cyciing asp Atutetic Grounps Co Liitrep—Creditors are required, 
on or before Feb 5, to send theie names and addres es and particulars of their debts or 
claims to Sydney Jeffreys, 22. Queen st, Cheapside 
FeuTnerN States Lanp anp Timpue Co, Limirep —Creditors are require¢, on or before 
Jan 14, to send their names and address, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Alfred Thorp, 88, Bishopsgate st Within 
TABLE PubiisainG Co, Limrrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required on or before 
Feb 14, tosend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Mr, Montague Marks, 46, Harcourt ter 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED 
Loyat Botp Venture Lopes, InpEpeNpest OnpEr or OppreLtows, MAnxcuestser 
Unrry, Frienpiy Society, King’s Arms Inn, Haslingden, Lancaster. Dec 2ist 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cvraim. 





THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
Jan. 9.—Mr. J. C. aeorens, at 38, King st, Covent Garden, at 12 30, Chinese and Jay an:se 
rios, &c. 

Jan. 10.—Roses, Fruit Trees, Plants, &c. | 

Jan. 11.—Photographic Apparatus and Scientific Instruments, &c. (See advertise- 
meats, this week, p. 4 ) | 
RESULT OF SALE. | 
Lirt Pouiciss. | 
Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrievp held their Fortnightly Sale of Reversions, Life | 
Policies. &c., when the following Lots were sold : — | 


CIES : g | 

For £500, in the Scottish Widows’ Fund ; life 59 wu Sold 270 | 

For £1,000, 20 ” lives 57 and 54 @ 475 | 
‘or £1.000, 99 ” life 57 aia » _w 

For £1.200 (fully paid), in the Scottish Provident; life 54 » 1,045 | 

For £200, in the Union; life78_ .., oe ~— ims 190 | 








| 
WINDING UP NOTICES 
London Gazette.—¥Fripay, Dec. 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1m CHaycery. 
ALrrEpD — LimitTep on Penne IF magne La required, on or before Jan 30 
to names and resses, an e iculars of their debts or i 
pWitiem Albert Schultz, 46, Cannon st eed = wo 
as-Kine Kwittixe CHINE, Lim1TED itors are required, on or before Jan 30, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to Robert 
Thomeon Heszelton, 9, Market st, Bredford. Rhodes, Bradford, selor for liquidator 
Hawkes & Ganpyer, Linirep—letn for winding up. preeeuted Lec 23, directed to be heard | 
on Jan 1I. Fiux & Leadbitter, 144, Leadenhsli st, eolors for petners Notice of 
Sp g must reach the above-named not Jater than 6 o’clock in the afterncon of 
1 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. 22. 
Grime, Witiiam, & Son, Hardhorn and Poulton le Fylde, Lancaster, Farmers Feb 1 
Grime v Grime, Registrar, Preston Gaulter, Fleetwood 
Roaps, Harper, Caledonian rd, Islington, Cab Proprietor Jan 23 Roads v Roads, 
Kekewich, J Parrots, Lincoln's inn fields 
Waker, Aquita, Mor be, L t Gentleman Jan 29 Walker v Walker, 
Registrar, Liverpvol Hall & Co, Lancaster 











The Bank of England give notice that they are authorized to receive 
tenders at 974 for £2,000,000 Local Loans Toree per Cent. Stock, to be 


| created by the Lords Commissioners of her Majesty’s Treasury. The stock 
| will be inscribed in the books of the Bank of England and consolidated 


with the existing Local Loans Stock. It is not redeemable before the Ist 


| of April, 1912. As regards security, quarterly payment of dividends, 
| transmission of dividend warrants by post, and exemption from stamp duty 


on transfers, Local Loans Stock is on precisely the same footing as Consols. 
Tenders must be delivered at the Chief Cashier’s office, Bank of England, 
on Tuesday, the 9th of January, 1900, before two o’clock. The first 


| quarter’s dividend on this issue will be payable on the 5th of April next. 








Waknine To inT2NDING House Purcuasgers AND LxssEEs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Kee quoted on receipt of full particulars. Lstublished 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘Sanitation.’’—[Apvr.] 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, Joxes, Jonny, Tregaron, 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. 29. Carmarthen Pet Dec 22 


RECEIVING ORDERS. Dee 23 O1d Dec 23 


Bowes, —, Coatham Stockton on Tees Pet Dec 22 Osronse, Enenezen, Herne Hill, Builder High Court Pet 
c 


Nov 24 Ord Dec 27 
Buppex, Lot, Verwood, Dorect, Coal Merchant Poole Pryxx, Wiiiiam, H 
Pet Dec De 


22 Ord Dec 22 Nov 320 Ord ‘ec 2 


Cizca, Joux, Rochdale, Beexhouse Keeper Rochdale | Suetpox, Hanny Wituam Grant, Lavender rd, Clapham 
junc, arpenter High Court Pet Dec $2 


Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 22 
Diues, Hexry Stewart, Crondall, Hants, Agricultural Sraxpen, AL¥rrep James, 
Labourer Guildford Pet Dec2l Ord Dec2i brighton Ord Dec 41 
Farescarp, James, Wroughton, Wilte, Farmer Swindon 

Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 


ams, Cuaries Epwix, Clayton, Lancs, Wholesale Con- | Bib” Veiwood, Dorset Jan 5at12,30 Off Rec, 


Ashton under Lyne Fet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 


Heowaxp, Wii.1m, Clerkenwell rd High Court Pet Dec | Cooper, AL G 4 - — 7 ' 
23 Ord Dec 23 | . Bankruptcy bldgs, Ca, am Builder Jan 5 at 1 | McGuiux, ue 


lec 22 
Kixpiry, Joux Rozerr, Carlisle, Builder Carlisle Pet 


arringay, Tailor Edmonton Pet ruptey bid; 
1 


FIRST MEETINGS. Contrac 


Cardigan, Cattle Dealer | Furness, ALserr Epwanp, and Wiitiim Ricuirp Woon, 
Ord D Bientford, Aucti.neera Jan 5 a®3 Room 53, Bank- 
ruptcy bldges, Carey st 


Gowen, DaniEL, Great Yarmouth, Labourer Jan 6 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Howarp, Wivriam, Cierkenwellrd Jan 5 at 11 Bank- 

gs, Carey st 

Huanks, Joun, Charing Cross, Solicitor Jan 5at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

d Lec 22 | Lincoty, Roperr, Beeston Regis, Norfolk, Lime Burner 

St Leonards, Fishmonger Jan6at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Lister, Witiiam, and Isaac Benptx Jarrow, Carting 

tors Jan 6 at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 

Newcastle on Tyne 

Lowrurnr, Jounx, Staindrop, Curham, Draper Jan 12 at 4 
Off Rec, 25, John st, Sundesland 

Provision Merchant Jan 5 at 
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OssornzE, Esenezer, Herne Hill, Builder Jan 8 at 12 
_ T by West Textile 
Patmer, Tuomas, l, Painter Jan 12 at3 
Off Ree, 25, John st, Sunderland 
PgiLE, Hannisox Workingham, Painter Jan 16 at 2 
Court house, Nook st, orkingham 
Pryxy, Witi1aM, Harringay, — oe ~ bag at12 Room 
221, Temple chmbrs, le av, Lond: 
Rosixs, SypNEY Wituiam denen, Deis Dalston, Doll Manu- 
facturer Jan 8 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
four, J T, JOSEPH, “Herne Hill, Meat Salesman Jan 5 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldes, Carey st 
Turner, CuaRtes McLean, Bedford st, Strand Jan 5 at 
1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
WHITTAKER, we Aleager, Cheshire, Grocer Jee 5 at 
10.45 Off 23, King Edward st, Macclesfi 
Wricnt, Rates uth Shields, Bootmaker oe 5 at 12 
Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dee 22: 

Grorce, Witt1am Jonn, Fenny Stratford, Bucks, Farmer 
Dec 30 at 1230 Off Rec. 14, 8t Paul’s sq, Bedford 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

“to Joun, p. Gaaeaeuge Stockton on Tees Pet Dee 22 | 


Brown, te EL, Cheapside, Tailor High Court Pet Nov 
16 Ord Dec 93 

Bupvex, Lot, Verwood, came Coal Merchant Poole 
Pet Des 22 Ord Dec 

CHANDLER, JOSEPH on y, Commercial rd East, Carman 
High Court Pet Nov1 Ord Dec 22 

Fox, Epwarp Fraycis, Alum a. I of W, Soticitor i 
Court Pet Nov13 Ord Dec 2% 

Frescarp, James, Wroughton, Wilte, Farmer Swindon | 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 

Gray, James, Henley on ‘Thames, Draper Reading Pet | 
Dec 4 Ord Dec 22 | 

Harper, Ricnarp Buiucuer. by Civil Engineer | 
High Court Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 

Hart, Cuartes Epwiy, Clayton, ia Wholesale Con- | 
ee Ashton under Lyne Pet Dec 22 Ord 

ec 
oan, teas Be pooune, Carlisle, Builder Carlisle Pet | 


Joxes, Joun, — Sin, Cattle Dealer Car- | 
matthen Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec % 

Mvurca, Witttam, Dalston, Timber ‘Merchant High Court | 
Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 23 

Retrico, Apotrn Grore, Oppidans rd, Primrose Hill, 
Stockbroker High Court Pet May 27 Ord Dec 22 

Sueivon, Harry Witiiam Grant, Lavender = Sam, | 
Carpenter High Court Pet Dec 22 Ord De 

London Gazette.—Turspay, Jan. 2. 


RECEIVING 0 
Birtow, Joun, Stone, Staffs, Painter Stafford Pet Dec 
15 Ord Dec 29 


Bonirack, Grorce Frank, Petersfield, Hants, Ceal Dealer | 
Portsmouth Pet Dec28 Ord Dec 28 } 

Caiztxy, Tuomas Brewis, Portsmouth, Hatter Ports- | 
mouth Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 | 

CastLe, WiiiaM, and Henry Castie, Southwark Bridge 
rd, Builders High Court Pet Dec 28 Dec 28 

Ciay, AtseRrt, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks, Hatter Halifax | 
Pet Dee 30 Ord Dec 3 

Coox. CHARLES aoe Duke st, Adelphi, Farmer 
Bedford Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 29 

Crowrner, Joz Wit.iam, Leeds, Diaper Leeds Pet Dec 
29 Ord Dec 29 

Drener. Sisrra. Gurnard, I of W, Contractor Newpo:t 
Pet Des 16 Ord Dec 29 

Evans, Wi.114m, Gilfach Goch, wee 3 Colliery Overman | 
Ponts pridd Pet Dec 29 Ord Dee 29 

Heats, Apa Jang, and Atrrep James Turvitir, West 
Bromwich, Boot Dealers West Bromwich Pet Dec 29 
O1d Dec 29 

LryLanp, Ropert, and Joszpn Wa.tMsiey, Chorley, Joiners 
Bolton Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 } 

Morcan, Ropgrr Cecit, Leeds, Commission Agent Leeds | 
Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 | 

Newina, Grorcs Srrpuen, Dover, Whitesmith Canterbury | 
Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 

Parker, CHARLES, Knowle, ne, | Cattle Dealer Bir- 
mingham Pet Dec 29 Ord D 

— ae, ee, Wilts, Dost Maker Bath Pet | 


Wenn, FREDERICK ions Leeds Leeds Pet DecS Ord 
Dee 29 


Harry, New Southgate, Provision Dealer 
Edmonton Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 28 








wee Joun nen pian, Fishmonger’s Assistant 


eae Tuomas, Huret Green, Sussex, Draper Jan 10 


Ord Dec 29 
Kent, Butcher 


Senior Off Rec, 24, Railway app, London 


ge 
Arxkwricat, THomas Ashby de la Zouch, 
‘icesters Commission Agent Jan 10 at 11.30 Mid- 
land Hotel, Station st, Burton on Trent 
BEARDER, NELSON Munpay, Bradford, Glass Merchant 
-_ 10 at 12 Off Rec Chamber, 31, Manor row, Brad- 


f 
Buiackwe.., Epwarp C#aries, Twickenham, Builder Jan . 
liat3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 
Bonirack, GEORGE Frank, P Hants, Coal Dealer , 
Jan 9 at 3.30 Off patge en ceegtiens 
st, Portsmouth 
Brackenpury, Frepric Fasian, Farnboro Hants, 
Schoolmaster -, SPP 


Jan 11 at 12.30 24, R 
Whitbura, Durham, | 


London Bridge 
Brown, Wituam HuvrtcHinsoy, 

Builder Jan10at3 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
we Jan 9 at 12 | 


B8taffs, 
Colli —_ Fireman Jan 9 at 11 Off Ree, ‘ewcastle 
under Lyme 

Castie, WitiiaM, and Henry Castie, Southwark ey 
rd, Builders Jan9at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

CLARKE Witiiam Tuomas, Streatham Common, Builders 
Jan 9 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Cieaa, Joun, Rochdale, ouse Keeper Jan 13 at 13 | 

Townhall, Rochdale 

Coomper, Frepenick, Plaxtol, Kent, Grocer Jan 10 at 3 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Dimes, Henry Srewart, Crondail, Hants, Agricultaral | 
aaa Jan 11 at 1130 24, Railway app, London | 

ge | 
| Banxewaw, Water, Chadderton, nr Oldham, Labourer | 
Jan 23 at 1030” Off Ree, Bank chmbrs, Queen at, | 
Oldham 

| Exxis, ELxeanor Susay, Acomb, nr York Jan 10 at 12.15 | 
Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

| Fenwick, JauEs, Brompton on Swale, me, Innkeeper | 
Jan 15 at 11,30 Court house, Notthaller | 

Gaiztey, Tuomas Brewis, aes. Hatter Jan 9 at 8 
Off Bc. Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmou' 

Gazzarp, Ween fuffley, Glos, Farmer Jan 11 at 13 | 
Off Ree, Station rd, Gloucester 

ist Jan 9 at 11.80 


oo Henry, G a 
way app London B. 

West Felton, Salop, Malister Jan 9 

at1115 The Priory. 


3, Tuomas, 
, Wrexham 
| Grant, JosepH see Bradford, | ee Jan 9 at 11 


e Off Rec, 31, Manor row, x a ot ht 

RAY, JAMES, Henley on Thames, Draper Jan 10 a 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
1LL1AM Heyry, Newnham, Glos, Confectioner 

ati2 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra 1d, Swansea 

| Hurury, ALFRED AMBROSE, ‘Greenwich, Licensed Victualler 
Jan 9at12 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Hypg, Frep, Birmingham, ruit Dealer Jan 10 at 11 
174, 


ion st, Birmingham 
Jac —"s Hex, Derby, Fitter, Derby Jan 9 at 11 Of | 
Rec, 40, 8t Mary’s gate, Derby 
| Juxvinas, Herseat THomas Greenwich Cutler Jan 10 at | 
11.39 24, Railway app, London Bri | 
LeyLanp, Rosert, and JosEePru <a Chorley, , 
Joiners Jan 12at8 16, Wood st, Bolto 
ar Exoon, Crewe Colliery som Jan 16 at 1130 Of | 
Rec, King st, Newcastie under Lyne 
Marsa, Witiiam Corrigin, bar Butcher Jar 10 at) 
12 174, Corporation st, 
Opewi., WILLiaM Ampthill, Beds. uilder Jan 9 at 11.80 
ff Rec 1a, St Paul’s sq Bedfo: 
Owen, Taomas Atrrep Leeds, Painter Jan 10 at 11 of | 
Rec, 22, Park row. Leeds | 
Parrey, Hewry, Highgate rd Jan 9 at 1 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey ’st 1 
Paynter, Francis Bevitte pe For, Catford, Electrical 
ineer Jap 10 at 12.30 24, Railway app, 


Popp, a Kirkley, Lowestoft, Builder Jan 10 at2.45 | 
Suffolk Hotel, Lowestoft 
sror, ALEXANDER WeEEpon Coorrr, Lydd, Kent | 
‘Jan 23 at 2 County Court Office, 24, Cambridge rd, | 
Hastings 


ARTHUK, 





Buca Rona be 5 Ausnoe — > 
4, ion bldgs, 
BurrerFigtp, Frepertck HEnRy, AnGolden Bee 





HEAppon, 
Jang 


Roomee, vey Bank chub, Queso et, Oabam Grocer Jan 23 at 12 


end, Fihimonger Jan 12 


i Joiner Jan. 9 at 11 
Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middleborough 
SuMMERSCALES, eel Oldham, Jan 23 at 11 
Pembroke Dock, Shipwright Jan 26 at 12 
hall, Pembroke Dock 
Tivy, bee James, Clifton, Bristol, Physician Jan 10 
at 12 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Wotan, J W, Ope , Upton, nr Norfolk Jani3at1 Off 


ing st, Norwich 
waa J Fey ey = teow Pag wore Plumber Jan 10 at 
12 45 . 


WEIGHELL, Joun Tuomas, my toh a Thirsk,Grocer Jan 12 
at3 OS Bee, S, Anes 06, Sea 
wu. Wituiam Henry, Rochdale, Joiner Jan 16 at 11.15 
wohall, Rschdale 
weenie Freorric Marsu, Strood, Kent, Butcher Jan 
15 at 11.30 115, st, Rochester 
Traveller Jan9atil Bank- 


| we MARK, WILLIA | 
‘ADJUDICATIONS. 
Barnarp, Cuarves F, 7 ames Accountant Birming- 
ham Pet N.uv7 Dec 30 
Bowirace, Rosen Frank, wns _™ Coal Dealer 
Portsmouth Dec 28 Ord Dec 


Buckie, CHARLES AmBrose, Hove, fom Brighton Pet 
wvec9 Ord Dec 29 

Caiz.ey, Tuomas Brewis, Portsmouth, Hatter Portsmouth 
Pet Dec 23 Ord Dee x 

Cuay, Atpert, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks, Hatter Halifax 
Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

| Cuxcc, Joux, Rochdale, Beerhouse Keeper Rochdale Pet 
Dece5 Ord Dec 30 

CrowtTHer, Jonn Wiiiram, Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet 
Dec 29 Ora Dec 29 


| Commannane, C, Rye in, Peckham, Boot Dealer High 


Court Oct 23 Ord Dec 28 
Dimes, Henry Stewart, Crondall, Hants, x, ~ pene 
urer Guildford’ Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 


Labor 
Ev _~ Wituiam, ee Goch, —. Colliery C Overman 


Of 
Surion, James, ] 





nity Dec 29 
a. WIx.1M, St Bride st, BA ay circus High Court 
Pet Dec 23 Ord Dee 29 . 


| en, ALFRED AMBROSE, my mee Licensed Vicualler 
reenwich Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 
=. Rosert, and Pm a Ticutnen, Chorley, 
Joiners Bolton Pet Dec 2v Dec 29 
P.. Witiuam and Isaac Benpte, Jarrow, Darham, 
Carting Von’ weastle on Tyne Pet Dec 19 


Ne 

‘ Ord Dee £9 

Newixa, Grorae Stepney, Dover, Whitesmith Canter- 
bury Pet D-c2s Ord Dec 

O’Riorpay, Danret Sranistaus Patrick, ex pr 
—- Army Aylksbury Pet Oc Ord 

ec 30 
Ossorsz, Enenezer, Spencer 1d, Herne Hill, Builder 
h Court Pet Nov 24 Ord Dec 29 

Popp, Ricuarp, Kirkley, Lowestoft, Builder Great 

Yarmouth PetDec9 Ord Dec 30 


Procrer, ALEXANDER Weep n (oorrr, Lydd, Kent 
Hastings Pet Nov 21 Ord Dec 30 

Reprvup, Francis Apet Oxmoxp, Croydon, Fishmonger 
Croydon Ord Dec 29 

Su ARPE, Frepeaick Leopovn, Sheffield, Bu‘cher Sheffield 
Pet Decl Ord 


Dec 30 
Simms, C W. Wandsworth, Jeweller Wandsworth Pet 
Novi3 Ord Dec 29 
| SpeeRine. Epwiy, Devizes, Wilts, Boot Maker Bath Pet 
Dec 29 Ord Dee 29 


| Sraxpes AUrnED am St Leonards, Fishmonger 


Surrox, om Soe, Se Bet Shipwright Pembroke 
16 

Watvrox, Kopent Wituiam, Clapham Park rd, Surveyor 
High Court Pet Nov9 Ord Dec 28 

7, Upon, nr Acle, Norfolk Norwich Pet 
Nov 18 Ord Deo 30 

| Wurre, ~~ New Southgate, Provision Dealer Ed- 

monton Pet Dec23 Oxd Dec 28 

Witpz, oo Hesry, Rochdale, Joiner Rochdale 
wands on rigs, Nottingham, Fishmonger Assistant 
Wiser OHN ARLES, 8 
Nottingham Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 

Woopcock, Frepsric Marsn, Strood, Kent, Butcher 
Rochester Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 








UNDER NEW PARTNERSHIP ARRANGEMENT. 


STEVENS, 
AUCTIONEER 


TELEPHONE : 1824 GERRARD. 


J. C. 


AND VALUER, 


TELEGRAMS: ‘* AUKS,” LONDON. 


ESTABLISHED 
1760. 


38, KING STREET, COVENT GARDEN, LONDON, W.0C 
HORTICULTURAL SALES. 


Great Sales of Plants and Bulbs, now teien held ow days a week at the Rooms, in Lots to suit all Buyers. 
Horticultural Valuations wade for all purposes, and Sales conducted in any part of the country. 
given upon all Horticultural matters. 
SCIENTIFIC INSTRUMENT SALES. 
Every Friday a Sale is held of Electrical and Photographic Apparatus, Microscopes by the Leading Makers and Microscopic Objects, 
Telescopes, Lanterns and Lantern Slides, Surveying and Surgical Instruments. 
ART AND CURIO SALES. 
Great Special Sale in the first week of every month. 
NATURAL HISTORY SALES. 


Once and twice a month. 


Advice and assistance 





CATALOGUES AND ALL PARTICULARS FREE ON APPLICATION. 
CAREFULLY EXEOUTED FOR GENTLEMEN UNABLE TO ATTEND THE 
Cc. STEVENS, 38, KING STREBT, W.C. 


COMMISSIONS SALES. 


J. 
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Jan. 6. 1900. 








LOCAL LOANS STOCK, 
Not redeemable before lst April, 1912, and 
bearing Interest until that date at 
£3 per Cent. per Annum, payable 
Quarterly. 


Minimum Price, £97 10s. per Cent. 





Tur Governor AnD ComPANY OF THE BANK OF ENGLAND 
give notice that they are authorized to receive tenders for 
2,000,000 Locat Loans Stock, to be created by the Lorps 

MMISSIONERS OF Her Masesty'’s Treasury under the 
National Debt and Local Loans Act, 1487 (50 & 51 
Vict. c 16). 

The Stock will be inscribed in the books of the Bank of 
nee, and consolidated with the existing Local Loans 


As regards Security, quarterly payment of Dividends, 
transmission of Dividend Warrants by post, and exemption 
from stamp duty on Transfers, Local Loans Stock is on pre- 
cisely the same footing as Conscls. } : 
8 —— are empowered under the Act to invest in this 

tock. 

The first quarter’s dividend on this issue will be payable 
op the 5th April next. . 

Tenders must be delivered at the Chief Cashier's 
Office, Bank of England, on Tuesday, the 9th 
January, 1900, before 2 o’clock, and a deposit of £5 
per cent. on the nominal amount of the Stock tendered for 
must be paid at the time of the delivery of the tender; the 
—— must not be enc’osed in the tender. _ 

ere no allotment is made the deposit will be returned, 
the case of ty allotment the balance of the 
deposit will be applied towards the first instalment. 

Tenders may be for the whole or any part of the Stock. 
Each r must state what amount of money will be 

iven for every £100 of Stock. The minimum price, 

low which no tender will be accepted, has been 

fixed at £97 10s. for every £100 of Stock. All tenders 
must be at prices which are multiples of sixpence. 

In the event of the receipt of tend«rs for a larger amount 
of Stock than that to be issued, at or above the minimum 
price, the tenders at the lowest price accepted will be 
subject to a pro rata diminution, : 

e dates on which the further payments on account of 
the Loan will be required, are as follows :— 
(= much as, when added to the 
On Tuesday, the 23rd ) deposit, will leave Sixty Pounds 
January, 1900, ) Sterling) to be paid for each 
hundred pounés of stock ; 
On Tuesday, the 20th February, 190), £30 per cent. ; 
On Tuesday, the 20th March, 1900. £30 per cent 

The instalments may be paid in full on or after the 23rd 

January, 19.0, under disco unt at the rate of £2 per cent 
In the case of default in the payment of any 


annum. 
mare eo at its pro} date, the deposit and instalments 
previously paid will be liable to forfeiture. 


Scrip Certificates to bearer, with coupon attached for the 
Dividend — 5th April next, will be iseued in exchange 
for the provisional receipts. The Stock will he inscribed in 

Bank books on or after 20th March, 1910, but scrip 


the 
paid up in full in anticipation may be forthwith inscribed. 
‘Aasihenien must be made upon the — forms, 
which may be obtained at the Bank of England, or any of 
its ;. at the Bank of Ireland; and cf Messrs. 
Mullens, Marxhall & Co , 4, Lombard-street, E.C. 
Bank or Encuanp, 3rd January, 1900. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. QGAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 


perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 


Interest on Loans may be Capitalized, 
C. H. CLAYTON,} Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, } Secretaries. 


EDE AND SON. 


ROBE AdA MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPCINTMENT. 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBES POR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARKISTEKs 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 

Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Tow: 
Olerks, and Olerke of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


ESSRS. INDERMAUR & THWAITES 
(Editors of the “‘ Law Students’ Journal,” &c., cs 

22, Chancery-lane, W.C., continue to read wi 
Students both in Class and Privately and through the Post 
for the Solicitors’ Final and Intermediate Examinations 
and for the Bar Final. Particulars personally or by letter. 
Norz.—Pupils have the use of a set of rooms and the 

library at 22, Chancery-lane, for study during the day. 

Last June Frxau.—Every member of 2 classes (26) who 
had read from 8 to 6 months passed. Out of 15 sent in for 
Honours 10 were in the Honours list, including 2 Prizemen. 


R. CUTHBERT SPURLING, M.A., 
i B.C.L. (Oxford), First Class Honours, late Scholar 
of Christ Church, Editor of the 11th Edition of “ Smith’s 
Manual of Common Law,” continues to PREPARE for 
the Bar and all University Law Examinations. 
Bar Examination, May, 1899—16 sent up, 14 passed. 
June, 1899—A pupil gained the B.C.L. degree at Oxford. 
Address, 11, New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


N R. BERTRAM JACOBS, LL.B. (Lond.), 

of 61, Fore-street, E.C., First in Honours Juris- 
prudence and Roman Law, First in Honours Common Law 
and Equity, Honoursman Solicitors’ Final, Exhibitioner 
and University Law Scholar, Coaches for all Law Exam- 
inations. 











SOLICITORS’ EXAMINATIONS. 
V ANTED, one who has taken good 
; Honours at the Solicitors’ Final Examination, or 


Far a Law Degree, to give Two Hours in the Evening 
aily. 

Apply, with full qualifications, to X., care of Hart’s 
Advertising Offices, Maltravers House, Arundel-street, 
Strand, W.v. 





AW.—Solicitor (age 31) Requires Re- 
engagement in London as Conveyancing Meseging 
Clerk; some years’ experience with gocd firm; highest 
references. — Address, G. U. Y., 10, Waverton-street, 
Berkeley-square, W. 


| AY. Sacen Clerkship Required ; nine 
years’ experience in Conveyancing office, County 
Court work; Shorthand; age 24; salary £78 per annum; 
= view to articles.—X, Y. Z., 29, Church-street, East- 
ourne. 


i| AW.—Clerkship Desired by a Solicitor for 
4 Conveyancing, Chancery, or general work; many 
years’ experience ; thoroughly competent; can act without 
supervision ; moderate salary.—W., 22, Stoke Newington 
Common, N.E. 











RTICLED CLERK.—It is desired to 
Article a Youth, aged 19, with Solicitor of gocd 
standing and practice in Brighton.—Reply. in confidence, 
to Dixox, Wexp, & Dixons, Solicitors, 1, Lancaster-place, 
Strand, W.C. 





RE JAMES BIRCH SHARPE WILLIAM3, DECEASED. 


TO SOL‘CITORS and Others.—Wanted, 

the Will (if any) of the late James Birch Sharpe 
Williams, M A (Cantab), who died at the residence of his 
sister, Miss B. A B, Williams, of No, 16, Brandram-road. 
Lee. Kent, on the 1st December, 1899, The deceased 
resided withia the last few years principally at 6, Royal- 
crescent, Margate; 11. London-road, and 30, Oaten-hill, 
Canterbury; and 19, Kensington-crescent, W.—Informa- 
tion to be sent to Pepitey, May, & Fietcuer, 23, Bush- 
lane, London, E.C,, Solicitors. 


~ HORTHAND CLERK.— Wanted a Short- 
hand and General Clerk in the offices of a Solicitor 
who is a Clerk of a County Council; Typist preferrei; age 
must not exceed 25; wages 25s. a week.— applications, in 
handwriting of applicant, stating previous experience, to 
be addressed to Monper care of Messrs. Waterlow & Sons 
(Limited), London Wall, E.C Also Junior Shorthand 
Clerk; age not exceeding 18.— Particulars on application. 


Established 1849, 


17&18 PICCADILLY 
w. 








62, Oowrnhill, Londom 


ITY of SHEFFIELD.—The Corporation 

of Sheffield are prepared to Accept Loans on Mort- 

or Deposit.—For terms apply, City AccOUNTANT AND 
GIsTRAR, Town Hall, Sheffield. 


OLICITORS, MORTGAGEES, and Others, 
—M. Davis, 40, Ladbroke-grove, London, is alwa s 
Prepared with Cash to Purchase every description of Pro- 
perty, in — state of repair or ition in London, or 
within 40 miles; introductory fees if arranged in advance. 


OUND MORTGAGES WANTED.—Sums 
of £250, £500, and upwards to £7,000, also larger 
amounts, £20,000 to £100,000.—Messrs, Gissons have clients 
with these sums for immediate investment ; principals or 
their solicitors or agents can negotiate direct with lenders, 
—Auction and Estate Offices, 22, King-street, St. James’s, 
London (Telephone, 5527 Gerrard), and at St, Albans and 
Harpenden, Hertfordshire. 
er Cent., on 


£60, 000 pce te hops and Offices 


in the centre of Manchester, freehold and free from chief 
rent; princi or solicitors only.—Apply, Soxic:Tors, 
care of B eeler, Advertising Agent, Manchester. 
rIVYYPEWRITING and SHORTHAND. — 
Legal Documents accurately Copied by Skilled 
Assistants; experienced Shorthand Writer available for 


occasional engagement.— UH. D. Donatpsoy, 2, Old 
Queen-street, Westminster. 


ONDON.—Pelican House, Champion Hill. 
High-class School for Girls ; six resident governesses ; 
visiting professors; moderate terms.—Apply, Mrs. Be snert. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 




















| 
(EstaBLiIsHED 1828), 
| Parchase Reversio’ Interests in Real and Personal 
| Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,225. 
| The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard, to 
30, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 


{ 





ESTABLISHED 1851. 


BIRKBECK BANE, 


Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 








INVESTED FUNDS - - «- £10,009,000. 
Number of Accounts, 85,094. 

TW%S-AND-A-HALF per CENT. INTEREST allowed 
on DEPOSITS, repayable on demand. 

TWO per CENT. on CURKENT ACCOUNTS, on the 
minimum monthly balances, when not drawn below £100. 

STOCKS, SHARES, and ANNUITIES purchased and 
sold for customers. 





SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. 
| Small Deposits received, andInterest allowed monthly on 
each completed £1. 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACEK, with particulars, post 


free. 
FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 


Telephone No. 5, HotBorn. 
Telegraphic Address: ** Binxseok, Lonvoy.” 


NUARDIAN FIRE AND LIFE ASSUR- 
ANCE COMPANY, LIMITED. 
Head Office—11, Lombard-street, London, E.C. 
| Law Courts Branch—21, Fleet-street, E.C. 
Established 1821. Subscribed Capital, £2,000,000. 
Cuairman—Hon. Evetyn Hupparp, M.P, 
Duputy-CHaraman—Roperick Pryor, Esq. 


Fire Policies which expire at CHRISTMAS should be 
renewed at the Offices of the Company, or with the Agents, 
on or before the 9th day of JANUARY. 

Applications for Agencies invited. 

Manager of Fire Department—A. J. Retro. 





ACCIDENTS OF ALI KIwDS, 


RAILWAY ACCIDENTS, EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY, insured 
against, and FIDELITY BONDS granted by the 


RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE CoO,, 


Claims paid 24,150,000. 
A. VIAN, Secretary. 
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